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requirements and avoiding an ‘artifically green’ project 
appearance 

 Additional landscaping requirements for the retaining wall north 
of Lot Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 4 

 
 Development that better maintains landforms, protects topography and reduces off-

site export of graded material – The project has been redesigned to reduce the 
grading footprint from steeper slopes.  This change can be most clearly seen on the 
east side of Cornell Road where grading has been reduced behind Lot Nos. 55, 56, 
and 57.  Protection of natural topography has also been better maintained with the 
relocation of “D” Street to reduce the street length and necessary grading.  The 
project has been designed to require approximately 308,500 net cubic yards of cut 
and 309,200 net cubic yards of fill. 

 
 Rural road standard – The revised project design depicts the rural road cross-

section, which is an inverted shoulder design.  Curbs, gutters and sidewalks would 
not be permitted with this road cross-section. 

 
 Avoidance of additional or increased environmental impacts – The revised project 

design has reduced its overall grading footprint as well as number of lots.  While lots 
have been relocated to areas that were not anticipated for development in the 
Commission’s last design, Subdivision Committee had cleared the project with 
recommended conditions, on May 16, 2007. 

 
 Consideration of Cornell Preservation Organization Project Proposal – The applicant 

has provided a response dated July 9, 2007 (please see Applicant’s Transmittal 
dated July 10, 2007, Tab 14) to the Cornell Preservation Organization’s (“CPO”).  
The applicant had concluded that several aspects of the project, including impact to 
Lyon’s pentachaeta and additional required grading, would deem the CPO proposed 
project not as desirable as the current 61-unit design.  Staff would like to clarify 
however, that 10,000 square feet lots are not necessarily a requirement of the Los 
Angeles County Code, and split-level pads are actually encouraged by the North 
Area Plan to reduce grading and provide better conformance with natural terrain. 

 
During the Commission’s public hearings, the applicant was conditioned by Los Angeles 
County Department of Parks and Recreation (“Parks and Recreation”) to conduct a 
feasibility study for the Zuma Ridge Trail, and if a trail alignment is determined to be 
feasible, design the trail and provide funding to Parks and Recreation.  Staff at this time, 
recommends that a modified condition be considered to require the applicant to provide 







ATTACHMENT A 
 

TRIANGLE RANCH DESIGN GUIDELINES 
 

Staff Recommended Changes 
as of July 25, 2007 

 
 Page 2 - Clarify that wildlife corridors will not be disturbed by the development, 

as concluded in the project’s EIR 
 Page 3 – Include language that proposed landscaping is subject to review and 

approval by Planning, Public Works and Fire 
 Page 3 – Include additional language to identify necessary balance between 

meeting fuel modification requirements and avoiding an ‘artifically green’ project 
appearance; include language that requires the homeowners’ association to 
enforce those project’s conditions that are contained within the project’s CC&Rs 

 Page 4 – Include that only down-lighting will be permitted; clarify that all road 
shoulders will be rolled curb; provide a percentage for native landscaping 
requirement; and clarify project’s impact on wildlife corridors 

 Page 6 – Eliminate language regarding “whenever feasible” for water 
conservation methods and re-write as list of available methods 

 Page 7 – Clarify the statement regarding relocation of endangered species 
and/or necessary mitigation in the open space identified within the project 

 Page 8 – Require that all lighting shall be down-lighting; Clarify Exhibit 2.1 
regarding existing trees (oaks should be identified as such), identify maximum 
proposed heights of walls and fences, clarify whether these would be permitted 
encroachments under the filed Oak Tree Permit, and eliminate accent paving as 
these will be publicly-dedicated streets 

 Page 9 – Clarify Exhibit 2.2 to add proposed maximum height of pilasters, and 
whether these would be permitted encroachments under the filed Oak Tree 
Permit 

 Page 10 – Label road right-of-way to clarify that optional stone wall or split rail 
fence will be outside the road right-of-way, and identify proposed maximum 
heights of optional wall or fence 

 Page 12 – Correct that only Cornell intersection may have accent paving; clarify 
that all road shoulders will be rolled curb 

 Page 13 – Add additional language clearly describing that the project’s fuel 
modification plan contains exclusion zones for Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya habitat, where no fuel modification will be done 

 Page 14 - Update Exhibit 5 to depict exclusion zones as identified in fuel 
modification plan; update fuel modification plan cited as latest reviewed by the 
County; add asterisk for “Exclusion Zone” in legend and add footnote that 
exclusion zones are based on location of the protected species and may expand 
based on found locations 

 Page 15 - Update fuel modification plan cited as latest reviewed by the County 
 Page 16 – Clarify whether rare and endangered species are located within Zone 

A; clarify whether open space areas have been designed on the tentative map to 
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reflect minimized project runoff into Medea Creek 
 Page 19 – Revise Exhibit 8.1 to clearly depict interior open space boundaries 

adjacent to development, and add separate legend item for privately owned 
interior slopes with limited native plants 

 Page 20 - Revise Exhibit 8.2 to clearly depict interior open space boundaries 
adjacent to development, and add separate legend item for privately owned 
interior slopes with limited native plants 

 Page 21 - Revise Exhibit 8.3 to clearly depict interior open space boundaries 
adjacent to development, and add separate legend item for privately owned 
interior slopes with limited native plants 

 Include design guidelines and landscape standards for rear yards throughout the 
development, including percentage requirement for drought-tolerant grass 

 Page 22 – Clarify that non-invasive species will be accent plantings 
 Page 24 – Remove “Long Stem Buckwheat” from plant list 
 Page 25 – Remove “California Buckwheat” from plant list 
 Page 28 – Remove “New Zealand Flax” and “Bougainvillea” from plant list 
 Page 29 – Remove “Long Stem Buckwheat” from plant list 
 Page 42 – Remove “California Buckwheat” from photos 
 Page 46 – Remove “Long Stem Buckwheat” from photos 
 Page 50 – Remove “New Zealand Flax” and “Red Fountain Grass” from photos 
 Page 53 – Remove “Bougainvillea” from photos 
 Page 60 – Add architectural style labels to unacceptable imagery 
 Page 62 – Include examples of driveway enhancements; require building 

setbacks to be varied in depth to reinforce the informality of the neighborhood; 
and require a minimum percentage of homes to be single-story 

 Page 64 – Clarify whether photo-voltaic roof tiles can be located on rear or side 
roof planes for those homes with rear double frontage 

 Page 65 – Provide additional information regarding determination of 
“proportional” window size 
 



DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING               
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 97-178-(3)         Exhibit “A” Date: 5-3-07 
 
DRAFT CONDITIONS: 
 
1. This grant authorizes the use of the 320.3-acre subject property for a maximum 

total of 61 single-family residential lots as well as open space lots, landscape lots, 
public facility (including debris basin and water quality) lots, clustered in compliance 
with hillside management design review criteria, density-controlled development, as 
a residential planned development as depicted on the approved Exhibit “A”, subject 
to all of the following conditions of approval. 

 
2. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "permittee" shall include the 

applicant and any other person, corporation, or entity making use of this grant. 
 
3. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the permittee, and the owner 

of the subject property if other than the permittee, have filed at the office of the Los 
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”) their 
affidavit stating that they are aware of, and agree to accept, all the conditions of this 
grant and that the conditions have been recorded as required by Condition No. 6, 
and until all required monies have been paid pursuant to Condition Nos. 7, 9 and 
56. 

 
4. If any provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid, the permit shall be void 

and the privileges granted hereunder shall lapse. 
 
5. Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty of a 

misdemeanor.  Notice is further given that the Regional Planning Commission or 
Hearing Officer may, after conducting a public hearing, revoke or modify this grant, 
if it finds that these conditions have been violated or that this grant has been 
exercised so as to be detrimental to the public health or safety or so as to be a 
nuisance. 

 
6. Prior to the use of this grant, the terms and conditions of the grant shall be recorded 

in the office of the Los Angeles County Recorder.  In addition, upon any transfer or 
lease of the subject property during the term of this grant, the permittee shall 
promptly provide a copy of the grant and its terms and conditions to the transferee 
or lessee, as applicable, of the subject property. 

 
7. The subject property shall be developed and maintained in full compliance with the 

conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance or other regulation 
applicable to any development or activity on the subject property.  Failure of the 
permittee to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a 
violation of these conditions.  Prior to the use of this grant, the permittee shall 
deposit with the County of Los Angeles (“County”) the sum of $750.00.  These 
monies shall be placed in a performance fund, which shall be used exclusively to 
compensate Regional Planning for all expenses incurred while inspecting the 
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premises to determine the permittee’s compliance with the conditions of approval.  
The fund provides for five (5) biennial inspections.  The inspections shall be 
unannounced. 

 
8. If additional inspections are required to ensure compliance with the conditions of 

this grant, or if any inspection discloses that the property is being used in violation 
of any condition of this grant, the permittee shall be financially responsible and shall 
reimburse Regional Planning for all additional inspections and for any enforcement 
efforts necessary to bring the subject property into compliance.  Inspections shall be 
made to ensure compliance with the conditions of this grant as well as adherence to 
development in accordance with the approved site plan on file.  The amount 
charged for additional inspections shall be the amount equal to the recovery cost at 
the time of payment (currently $150.00 per inspection). 

 
9. Upon completion of the appeal period, the permittee shall remit processing fees in 

the amount of $2,550.00 payable to the County of Los Angeles in connection with 
the filing and posting of a Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21152 
of the Public Resources Code and Section 711.4 of the Fish and Game Code to 
defray the costs of fish and wildlife protection and management incurrd by the 
California Department of Fish and Game.  No land use project subject to this 
requirement is final, vested or operative until the fee is paid. 

 
10. The mitigation measures set forth in the Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) 

for the project are incorporated by this reference and made conditions of this permit, 
and the permittee shall comply with the Mitigation Monitoring Program.  As a means 
of ensuring the effectiveness of the mitigation measures, the permittee shall submit 
mitigation monitoring reports to the Director of Regional Planning (“Director”) for 
approval in the following sequence: 

 
a. Prior to with submittal of a Revised Exhibit “A” to be approved by Regional 

Planning prior to issuance of grading permits. 
 
b. Prior to recordation of a final map. 

 
c. Prior to issuance of building permits. 

 
d. Additional reports as required by the Director. 

 
11. The permittee shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County, its agents, 

officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this permit 
approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of Government 
Code Section 65009 or any other applicable limitation period.  The County shall 
notify the permittee of any claim, action or proceeding and the County shall 
reasonably cooperate in the defensse. 
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12. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed against 

the County, the permittee shall within 10 days of the filing pay Regional Planning an 
initial deposit of $5,000.00 from which actual costs shall be billed and deducted for 
the purpose of defraying the expense involved in the department's cooperation in 
the defense, including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other 
assistance to the permittee or permittee's counsel.  The permittee shall also pay the 
following supplemental deposits, from which actual costs shall be billed and 
deducted: 

 
a. If during the litigation process, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of the 

amount of deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds sufficient to 
bring the balance up to the amount of the initial deposit.  There is no limit to 
the number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior to 
completion of the litigation; and 

 
b. At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or 

supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein. 
 

The cost for collection and duplication of records and other related documents will 
be paid by the permittee in accordance with Section 2.170.010 of the Los Angeles 
County Code (“County Code”). 

 
13. This grant shall expire unless used within two years after the recordation of the final 

map(s) for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52419.  In the event that Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 52419 should expire without the recordation of the final 
map(s), this grant shall terminate upon the expiration of the tentative map.  
Entitlement to the use of the property thereafter shall be subject to the regulations 
then in effect. 

 
14. No grading permit shall be issued prior to final map recordation. 
 
15. The subject property shall be graded, developed and maintained in substantial 

compliance with the approved tentative tract map.  An amended tentative tract map 
approved for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52419 may, at the discretion of the 
Director, constitute a revised Exhibit "A."  All revised plans require the written 
authorization of the property owner. 

 
16. All development shall comply with the requirements of Title 22 of the County Code 

(Zoning Ordinance) and of the specific zoning of the subject property unless 
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions, including the 
approved Exhibit “A,” or a revised Exhibit “A” approved by the Director. 

 
17. Homebuyers shall be required to receive education, including materials, regarding 

project conditions, including open space, landscaping guidelines, etc.  A draft copy 
of such education program, including materials, shall be provided to Regional 
Planning for review and approval, prior to issuance of building permits for model 
home construction. 
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18. Submit a copy of the project Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (“CC&Rs”) and 

any maintenance agreements and covenants to Regional Planning for review and 
approval.  The CC&Rs shall include all project conditions where responsibility for 
enforcement lie with the homeowners association, and shall include requirements 
for education of homeowners on an annual basis.  All conditions related to the 
homeowners’ association, including those contained within the Triangle Ranch 
Design Guidelines dated July 3, 2007 as modified, shall be binding and continue in 
perpetuity. 

 
19. The development of the subject property shall comply with all requirements and 

conditions approved for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52419. 
 
20. The applicant shall provide no less than 290.3 acres of open space, representing 91 

percent of the project site, within open space Lot Nos. 62 through 66, and 
landscape Lot Nos. 67 through 72. 

 
21. This project is approved as a density-controlled development in which the areas of 

the proposed lots may be averaged to collectively conform to the minimum lot area 
requirements of the RPD-2-0.5U, RPD-5-0.2U and A-1-5 zones in accordance with 
Section 22.56.205 of the County Code.  Associated Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. 52419 may record in phases as separate final maps, provided that the average 
area of all lots shown on each final map in conjunction with all previously recorded 
final maps complies with the minimum area requirements of the zone. 

 
22. Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit, site plans covering the 

applicable development phase as identified on the phasing map for Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 52419 shall be submitted to and approved by the Director 
indicating that the proposed grading and/or construction: 

 
a. complies with the conditions of this grant and the standards of the zone; and 
 
b. is compatible with hillside resources. 

 
23. As agreed, the “Triangle Ranch Design Guidelines” dated July 3, 2007 as modified 

are hereby incorporated as conditions of approval.  Prior to any issuance of a 
grading and/or building permit, conformance reports, which may include site plan 
with exterior elevations and major architectural features, shall be submitted to and 
approved by the Director, as a revised Exhibit “A,” to ensure compliance. 

 
24. No structure shall exceed 35 feet in height, except for chimneys and rooftop 

antennas.  Prior to any issuance of a building permit, a site plan including exterior 
elevations and major architectural features shall be submitted to and approved by 
the Director, as a revised Exhibit “A,” to ensure compliance. 

 
25. White stucco shall be prohibited as a building material. 
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26. Architectural treatments shall comply with the Triangle Ranch Design Guidelines 

dated July 3, 2007 as modified, including architectural treatments and detail 
elements described in Section 4.5.7 which shall be mandatory and included on all 
rear elevations of rear frontage lots.  Such treatments and detail elements shall also 
wrap around structures located on corner lots. 

 
27. The development is approved with setbacks a minimum 20 feet in the front yard, 

five feet in the side yard and 15 feet in the rear yard.  The development shall have 
varied front yard and side yard setbacks so as to avoid a standard subdivision 
appearance.  Prior to any issuance of a building permit, a site plan shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Director, as a revised Exhibit “A,” to ensure 
compliance with the requirement of varied front yard setbacks. 

 
28. All privacy and/or sound walls shall be completely faced with natural materials to the 

satisfaction of Regional Planning. 
 
29. All individual private driveways shall be constructed with permeable or semi-

permeable surfaces to the satisfaction of Director of Public Works. 
 
30. All utilities less than 50 KV shall be placed underground. 
 
31. All structures shall comply with the requirements of the Division of Building and 

Safety of Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (“Public Works”). 
 
32. Detonation of explosives or any other blasting device or material is prohibited 

unless required permits have been obtained and adjacent property owners have 
been notified. 

 
33. All grading and construction on the subject property and appurtenant activities, 

including engine warm-up, shall be restricted to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m.  No Saturday, Sunday or holiday operations are permitted.  All stationary 
construction noise sources shall be sheltered or enclosed to minimize adverse 
effect on nearby residences and neighborhoods.  Generator and pneumatic 
compressors shall be noise protected in a manner that will minimize noise 
inconvenience to adjacent residences.   

 
34. The permittee shall implement a dust control program during grading and 

construction to the satisfaction of the Director and the Director of Public Works. 
 
35. All material graded, including stockpiled dirt, shall be sufficiently watered or covered 

to prevent excessive amounts of dust during the construction phase to the 
satisfaction of Public Works.  Watering shall occur at least twice daily with complete 
coverage, preferably in the late morning and after construction or grading activities 
is done for the day.  All clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation activities shall 
cease during periods of high wind (i.e. greater than 20 mph average over one hour) 
to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 
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36. The permittee shall, upon commencement of any grading activity allowed by this 

grant, diligently pursue all grading to completion. 
 
37. Natural materials, including topsoil, rocks/boulders, and yucca, removed during 

grading, shall be retained for future use on the subject property. 
 
38. Windscreens and vegetative screening shall be required during project construction 

to mitigate temporary view impacts from  Kanan Road and Cornell Road to the 
satisfaction of Regional Planning. 

 
39. No construction equipment or vehicles shall be parked or stored on any existing 

public or private streets. 
 
40. The permittee shall obtain all necessary permits from Public Works and shall 

maintain all such permits in full force and effect as required throughout the life of 
this permit. 

 
41. All construction and development within the subject property shall comply with the 

applicable provisions of the Building Code and the various related mechanical, 
electrical, plumbing, fire, grading and excavation codes as currently adopted by the 
County. 

 
42. All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of extraneous 

markings, drawings, or signage.  These shall include any of the above that do not 
directly relate to the use of the property, or that do not provide pertinent information 
about the premises.  The only exceptions shall be seasonal decorations or signage 
provided under the auspices of a civic or non-profit organization.  

 
43. In the event any such extraneous markings occur, the permittee shall remove or 

cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of such occurrence, 
weather permitting.  Paint utilized in covering such markings shall be of a color that 
matches, as closely as possible the color of the adjacent surfaces.    

 
44. The permittee shall utilize water-saving devices and technology in the construction 

and development of this project consistent with the County Building and Plumbing 
Codes, including inclusion of efficient irrigation system in front and rear yards. 

 
45. The property shall be developed and maintained in compliance with all applicable 

requirements of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (“Public 
Health”).  Adequate water and sewage disposal facilities shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of said department. 

 
46. If during construction of the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in 

the area shall stop, and appropriate health and safety procedures shall be 
implemented to the satisfaction of Public Health.  If it is determined that 
contaminated soils exist, remediation shall be conducted to the satisfaction of Public 
Health and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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47. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the permittee shall demonstrate 

compliance with State Seismic Hazard Safety laws to the satisfaction of Public 
Works. 

 
48. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the project design shall provide for the 

filtering of flows to capture contaminants originating from the project site to the 
satisfaction of and approval by Public Works. 

 
49. The permittee shall comply with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 

requirements to the satisfaction of Public Works. 
 
50. Permanent signs shall be placed and maintained at regular intervals throughout the 

project reminding residents to promptly remove pet waste.  Include such language 
and enforcement in the CC&Rs and provide copy of draft document to Regional 
Planning for review and approval. 

 
51. During construction, all large-size truck trips shall be limited to off-peak commute 

periods.   
 
52. During construction, the permittee shall obtain a Caltrans transportation permit as 

necessary for any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials 
which requires the use of oversized-transport vehicles on state highways. 

 
53. During construction, any full or partial road closures shall be noticed with sign(s) 

notifying motorists, placed at least 72 hours in advance to the satisfaction of Public 
Works. 

 
54. During construction, the Los Angeles County Fire Department (“Fire Department”) 

shall be consulted to determine what, if any, work may occur on any day that is 
designated a red flag warning by the Fire Department. 

 
55. All graded slopes (cut and fill) shall be revegetated.  Prior to the issuance of any 

grading and/or building permit, three copies of a landscape plan, which may be 
incorporated into a revised Exhibit “A,” shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Director.  The landscape plan shall show size, type, and location of all plants, trees, 
and sprinkler facilities, including all landscaping and irrigation.  Watering facilities 
shall consist of a permanent water-efficient irrigation system, such as “bubblers” or 
drip irrigation.  All landscaping shall be maintained in a neat, clean, and healthful 
condition, including proper pruning, weeding, removal of litter, fertilizing and 
replacement of plants when necessary. 

 
 In addition to the review and approval by the Director, the landscaping plans will be 

reviewed by the staff biologist of Regional Planning and the Los Angeles County 
Forester and Fire Warden (“Forester and Fire Warden”).  Their review will include 
an evaluation of the balance of structural diversity (e.g. trees, shrubs and 
groundcover) that could be expected 18 months after planting in compliance with 

 



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 97-178-(3)               PAGE 8 
DRAFT Conditions 
 

fire safety requirements.  No invasive species shall be permitted.  Plant types 
requring permanent irrigation shall be discouraged with Fuel Modification Zones B 
and C to avoid an artifically landscaped appearance as visible from Kanan Road 
and Cornell Road, to the satisfaction of the Forester and Fire Warden. 
 
The landscaping plan must show that landscaped areas shall only contain the 
plants identified in the Triangle Ranch Design Guidelines, dated July 3, 2007, as 
modified.  The landscaping will include trees, shrubs and ground covering at a 
mixture and density determined by the Director, Director of Public Works, and the 
Forester and Fire Warden.  Fire retardant plants shall be given first consideration.  
No other plants shall be permitted to be planted. 

 
Timing of Planting.  Prior to the issuance of grading and/or building permits for any 
development, the permittee shall submit a landscaping phasing plan for the 
landscaping associated with the construction to be approved by the Director.  This 
phasing plan shall establish the timing and sequencing of the required landscaping, 
including required plantings within six months and expected growth during the 
subsequent 18 months. 
 

56. Only native trees shall be permitted to be planted within the rear yards of lots that 
are at least 20 feet higher in elevation than the lot(s) below, as identified in the 
Triangle Ranch Design Guidelines dated July 3, 2007 as modified. 

 
57. All brush clearance on lots held in common ownership shall be conducted 

exclusively by the homeowners’ association under the supervision of a landscape 
biologist acceptable to the County of Los Angeles, and in consultation with the 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy. 

 
58. No accessory or ancillary structures shall be permitted in any location that would 

increase the total area of brush clearance. 
 
59. The project CC&Rs shall require that the responsibility to remove or cause to be 

removed, any species not listed in the approved landscape standards provided 
within Triangle Ranch Design Guidelines dated July 3, 2007 as modified, on any 
commonly held or residential lot, to the project’s homeowners’ association. 

 
60. Vegetative screening with at least one native tree and native shrubs, shall be 

required between street frontages and any lot that is closer than 50 feet of Kanan 
Road or Cornell Road. 

  
61. No residential development shall be permitted within open space Lot Nos. 62 

through 66; landscape Lot Nos. 67 through 72; and public facility (including debris 
basin and water quality) Lot Nos. 73 through 75.  Record a covenant with the 
County and prior to recordation, submit a copy of the covenant to the Director for 
approval. 
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62. Open space shall comprise not less than 91 percent of the project area which shall 

be not less than 290.3 acres. 
 
63. Open space Lot Nos. 62 through 66 shall be dedicated to the County of Los 

Angeles. 
 
64. All commonly owned areas shall be reserved as permanent open space.  Such 

reservation shall be by establishment of a homeowners association, maintenance 
district or other appropriate means or methods to ensure to the satisfaction of the 
Director the permanent reservation and continued perpetual maintenance of 
required commonly owned areas. 

 
65. As a means to further ensure the permanent reservation of commonly owned areas, 

no dwelling unit shall be sold, conveyed or otherwise alienated or encumbered 
separately from an undivided interest in any commonly owned areas comprising a 
part of such development.  Such undivided interest shall include either an undivided 
interest in the commonly owned areas or a share in the corporation or voting 
membership in an association owning the commonly owned area. 

 
66. Provide slope planting and an irrigation system in accordance with the Grading 

Ordinance.  Include conditions in the project’s CC&Rs which would require 
continued maintenance of the plantings for lots having planted slopes.  Prior to final 
map approval, submit a copy of the document to be recorded to Regional Planning. 

 
67. Provide for the maintenance of the slopes and landscaping within Lot Nos. 67 

through 72 by a Landscaping and Lighting Act District, or homeowners' association. 
 
68. No additional grading or development, including expansion of pad areas with any 

walls or other materials, shall be permitted beyond that depicted on the approved 
Exhibit “A,” or a revised Exhibit “A” approved by the Director. 

 
69. Record a covenant with the County agreeing to comply with the required 

environmental mitigation measures.  Prior to recordation, submit a copy of the 
covenant to the Director for approval. 

 
70. The environmental mitigation measures are incorporated herein by reference and 

made conditions of this grant.  As a means of ensuring the effectiveness of the 
mitigation measures, the permittee shall submit annual mitigation monitoring reports 
to the Director for approval, until such time as all mitigation measures have been 
implemented and completed.  Additional reports shall be submitted as required by 
the Director. 

 
71. Upon completion of the appeal period, the permittee shall deposit the sum of 

$3,000.00 with Regional Planning to defray the cost of reviewing the permittee’s 
reports and verifying compliance with the Mitigation Monitoring Program.  The 
permittee shall retain the services of a qualified Environmental/Mitigation Monitoring 
Consultant, subject to the approval of the Director, to ensure that all applicable 

 



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 97-178-(3)               PAGE 10 
DRAFT Conditions 
 

mitigation measures are implemented and reported in the required Mitigation 
Monitoring Program. 

 













DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING              
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 52419 Map Date: 5-3-07 
 
DRAFT CONDITIONS: 
 
1. Conform to the requirements of Title 21 of the Los Angeles County Code (“County 

Code”) (Subdivision Ordinance).  Also, conform to the requirements of Conditional 
Use Permit Case No. 97-178-(3), Oak Tree Permit Case No. 97-178-(3) and the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

 
2. Except as otherwise specified in Condition No. 3 and by Conditional Use Permit 

Case No. 97-178-(3), conform to the applicable requirements of the RPD-2-0.5U, 
RPD-5-0.2U and A-1-5 zones. 

 
3. In accordance with Conditional Use Permit Case No. 97-178-(3), this land 

division is approved as a density-controlled, residential planned development in 
which the areas of the proposed lots may be averaged to collectively conform to 
the minimum lot area requirements of the RPD-2-0.5U, RPD-5-0.2U and A-1-5 
zones.  If multiple final maps are recorded, the average area of all lots shown on 
each final unit map and and all previously recorded final unit maps shall comply 
with the minimum lot area requirements of the RPD-2-0.5U, RPD-5-0.2U and A-
1-5 zones. 

 
4. Submit a copy of the project Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (“CC&Rs”) 

and any maintenance agreements and covenants to the Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”) for review and approval. 

 
5. Submit evidence that the conditions of the associated Conditional Use Permit 

Case No. 97-178-(3) and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 97-178-(3) have been 
recorded. 

 
6. Record a covenant with the County of Los Angeles agreeing to comply with the 

required environmental mitigation measures.  Prior to recordation, submit a copy 
of the covenant to the Director of Regional Planning (“Director”) for review and 
approval. 

 
7. Permission is granted to adjust lot lines to the satisfaction of Regional Planning. 
 
8. Prior to final map approval, adjust the boundary of landscape Lot No. 70 so that 

the mapped Santa Monica Mountains dudleya habitat area is within the adjacent 
open space Lot No. 63. 

 
9. Provide at least 30 feet of street frontage at the property line for each lot fronting 

on a cul-de-sac and knuckle and at least 50 feet of street frontage at the property 
line for all other lots, except for flag lots.  Provide approximately radial lot lines for 
each lot. 
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10. Show Kanan Road, Cornell Road, Street “A,” Street “B,” Street “C,” Street “D,” and 

Street “E” as dedicated streets on the final map. 
 
11. Show Street “F” as a private and future street on the final map. 
 
12. Provide for the ownership and continued maintenance of the private and future 

Street “F” by a homeowners’ association or by a maintenance agreement, and 
provide Regional Planning with a copy of the CC&Rs or draft maintenance 
agreement for review prior to final map approval. 

 
13. Permission is granted to use the rural street cross section to the satisfaction of 

Regional Planning and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
(“Public Works”) for Kanan Road, Cornell Road, Street “A,” Street “B,” Street “C,” 
Street “D,” Street “E,” and Street “F.” 

 
14. Subdivider acknowledges and agrees that any associated driveway 

reconstruction work does not involve the construction or installation of an offsite 
improvement within the meaning of Government Code Section 66462.5 and that 
the provisions of Government Code Section 66462.5 are not applicable to the 
approval of this Tentative Tract Map, and that the County shall have no duty or 
obligation to acquire by negotiation or by eminent domain any land or interest in 
any land in connection with any driveway reconstruction work. 

 
15. Prior to final map approval, submit visual computer graphic renderings of the 

proposed grading and retaining wall from critical vantage points along Kanan 
Road and incorporate the necessary landscaping into the landscape plan to 
screen the wall from vehicles and pedestrians traveling along Kanan Rd to the 
satisfaction of Regional Planning and the Fire Department. 

 
16. Dedicate to the County of Los Angeles on the final map the right to prohibit any 

development on the open space lots (Lot Nos. 62 through 66); and residential 
construction rights on landscape lots (Lot Nos. 67 through 72), and debris basin 
and water quality lots (Lot Nos. 73 through 75).  Record an open space building 
restriction area over the above listed lots on the final map. 

 
17. Dedicate the open space lots (Lot Nos. 62 through 66) to the County of Los 

Angeles, or to another public agency to the satisfaction of Regional Planning. 
 
18. Number all open space lots on the final map and provide access, a minimum of 

15 feet in width, to each open space lot to the satisfaction of Regional Planning. 
 
19. Permission is granted to create additional open space lots to the satisfaction of 

Regional Planning. 
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20. Provide slope planting and an irrigation system in accordance with the Grading 

Ordinance.  Include conditions in the tract’s CC&Rs which would require 
continued maintenance of the plantings for lots having planted slopes.  Prior to 
final map approval, submit a copy of the document to be recorded to Regional 
Planning. 

 
21. No grading permit shall be issued prior the recordation of the final map(s). 
 
22. Prior to the issuance of a grading and/or building permit, three copies of a 

landscape plan which may be incorporated into a revised site plan, shall be 
submitted and approved by the Director as required by Conditional Use Permit 
Case No. 97-178-(3). 

 
23. Per Section 21.32.195 of the County Code, plant or cause to be planted at least 

one tree of a non-invasive species within the front yard of each residential lot.  
The location and the species of said trees shall be incorporated into a site plan or 
landscape plan.  Prior to final map approval, the site/landscaping plan shall be 
approved by the Director and a bond shall be posted with Public Works or other 
verification shall be submitted to the satisfaction of Regional Planning to ensure 
the planting of the required trees. 

 
24. Permission is granted to record multiple final maps.  The boundaries of the final 

unit maps shall be to the satisfaction of Los Angeles County Subdivision 
Committee (“Subdivision Committee”).  Each final unit map to record shall 
comply on its own, or in combination with previously recorded final unit maps, 
with the open space and lot area requirements of the General Plan, the Zoning 
Ordinance and Conditional Use Permit Case No. 97-178-(3).  Prior to approval of 
each final unit map, submit the following to Regional Planning: 

 
- Phasing map, to be reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles County 

Subdivision Committee (“Subdivision Committee”) indicating the 
boundaries of the current final map, the boundaries and status of all 
previously filed final unit maps and the expected boundaries and phasing 
of all future final unit maps; and 

 
- Summary sheet on the phasing map, indicating the number and type of all 

lots shown, including open space breakdown by acreage and type, on the 
current and all previous final maps. 

 
Multiple copies of the phasing map shall be submitted to Regional Planning for 
circulation and approval by Subdivision Committee. 

 
25. Upon termination of the appeal period, remit processing fees (currently 

$2,550.00) payable to the County of Los Angeles in connection with the filing and 
posting of a Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21152 of the 
California Public Resources Code and Section 711 of the California Fish and 
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Game Code to defray the costs of fish and wildlife protection and management 
incurred by the California Department of Fish and Game.  No project subject to 
this requirement is final, vested or operative until the fee is paid. 

 
26. The mitigation measures set forth in the “Project Mitigation Measures Due to 

Environmental Evaluation” section of the Final Environmental Impact Report for 
the project are incorporated by this reference and made conditions of Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 52419.  Comply with all such mitigation measures in 
accordance with the Mitigation Monitoring Program.  As a means of ensuring the 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures, the permittee shall submit mitigation 
monitoring reports to the Director of Regional Planning (“Director”) for approval in 
the following sequence: 

 
a. Prior to with submittal of a Revised Exhibit “A” to be approved by Regional 

Planning prior to issuance of grading permits. 
 
b. Prior to recordation of a final map. 

 
c. Prior to issuance of building permits. 

 
d. Additional reports as required by the Director. 

 
27. Upon termination of the appeal period, deposit the sum of $3,000.00 with 

Regional Planning in order to defray the cost of reviewing the subdivider’s reports 
and verifying compliance with the information contained in the reports required by 
the Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

 
28. The subdivider shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County, its agents, 

officers, and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or 
its agents, officers, and employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this tract map 
approval, or related discretionary approvals, whether legislative or quasi-judicial, 
which action is brought within the applicable time period of Government Code 
Section 65499.37 or any other applicable limitation period. The County shall 
promptly notify the subdivider of any claim, action or proceeding and the County 
shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the County fails to promptly notify the 
subdivider of any claim, action or proceeding, of the County fails to cooperate fully 
in the defense, the subdivider shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify, or hold harmless the County. 

 
29. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed 

against the County, the subdivider shall within ten days of the filing pay Regional 
Planning an initial deposit of $5,000.00 from which actual costs shall be billed and 
deducted for the purpose of defraying the expense involved in the department's 
cooperation in the defense, including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and 
other assistance to subdivider, or subdivider's counsel.  The subdivider shall also 
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pay the following supplemental deposits, from which actual costs shall be billed and 
deducted: 

 
      a.  If during the litigation process,  actual  costs incurred reach 80 percent of the 

amount on deposit, the subdivider shall deposit additional fund to bring the 
balance up to the amount of the initial deposit.  There is no limit to the 
number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior to completion of 
the litigation. 

 
      b.  At the sole discretion of the subdivider, the amount of an  initial or  

supplemental deposit  may  exceed the minimum  amounts defined herein. 
 
 The cost for collection and duplication of records and other related documents will 

be paid by subdivider according to Section 2.170.010 of the County Code. 
 
Except as modified herein above, this approval is subject to all those conditions set 
forth in Conditional Use Permit Case No. 97-178-(3) and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 97-
178-(3), the attached mitigation monitoring program, and the attached reports 
recommended by the Subdivision Committee, which also consists of members of the 
Public Works, Fire Department, Department of Parks and Recreation, and Public 
Health. 
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SECTION 1.0  -  INTRODUCTION 

The County of Los Angeles (“County”) Board of Supervisors (“Board”) hereby 
certifies and finds that the Triangle Ranch Project (“Project”) Final Environmental 
Impact Report (“FEIR”), State Clearinghouse Number 1998111091, has been 
completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public 
Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq., “CEQA”) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 
14, Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15000 et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”).  The Project FEIR 
consists of the following documents:  (1) March 2005 Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (“DEIR”); (2) March 2005 Technical Appendices to the DEIR; (3) July 
2007 Final Environmental Impact Report; and (4) July 2007 Technical Appendices 
to the FEIR. 

The Board received, reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
following:  (i) the FEIR; (ii) the application for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
52419, Conditional Use Permit, and Oak Tree Permit; (iii) all information 
contained in all hearings and submissions of testimony from County officials and 
departments, the applicant, the public, other public agencies, community groups, 
and organizations.  Concurrently with the adoption of these Findings, the Board 
adopts a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”), attached 
hereto as Exhibit A. 

Having received, reviewed and considered the foregoing information, as well as 
any and all information in the administrative record and the record of proceedings, 
the Board hereby makes the following CEQA Findings pursuant to Public 
Resources Code § 21081 and State CEQA Guidelines § 15090: 

SECTION 1.1 - RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Triangle Ranch record of proceedings shall include, but is not limited to, the 
following items: 

a. The FEIR including all appendices, all documents 
cited, incorporated by reference or relied on in that 
FEIR;  

b. All reports, project application materials, memoranda, 
maps, letters, and other planning documents, including 
attachments, related documents, and all documents 
cited, incorporated by reference or relied on in those 
materials, prepared by the EIR consultant, the Project 
applicant, and Regional Planning staff relating to the 
Project or the FEIR;  
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c. All staff reports, attachments and related documents, 
prepared by the County relating to the Project or FEIR;  

d. All minutes and transcripts of all public hearings held 
by the County’s Regional Planning Commission or 
Board of Supervisors relating to the Project or the 
FEIR;  

e. All notices issued by the County to comply with 
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines or any other law 
governing the processing and approval of the Project;  

f. Matters of common knowledge to the County, which 
include, but are not limited to: (i) Los Angeles County 
General Plan; (ii) Santa Monica Mountains North Area 
Plan; and (iii) Los Angeles County Subdivision Code 
(Title 21) and Zoning Code (Title 22), as amended;  

g. The documentation of the decisions made by the 
Regional Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors relating to the Triangle Ranch Project or 
the FEIR;  

h. Any other written materials relevant to the County’s 
compliance with CEQA, and its decision on the merits 
of the proposed Project, including documents that have 
been released for public review, and copies of reports, 
studies or other documents relied on in any 
environmental documentation prepared for the 
proposed Project and either made available to the 
public during the public review period, or included in 
the County’s files on the proposed Project.   

SECTION 1.2 - CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS 
The location and custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the 
record of proceedings upon which the County’s decision is based is the Los 
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 320 West Temple Street, 13th 
Floor,  Los Angeles, California 90012.   

SECTION 1.3 - RELIANCE ON RECORD 

Each and all of the findings and determinations contained herein are based on the 
competent and substantial evidence, both oral and written, contained in the entire 
administrative record relating to the Triangle Ranch Project.  The findings and 
determinations constitute the independent findings and determinations of this 
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Board in all respects and are fully and completely supported by substantial 
evidence in the record as a whole. 

SECTION 1.4 - NATURE OF FINDINGS 

Any finding made by this Board shall be deemed made, regardless of where it 
appears in this document.  All of the language included in this document 
constitutes findings by this Board, whether or not any particular sentence or clause 
includes a statement to that effect.  This Board intends that these findings be 
considered as an integrated whole and, whether or not any part of these findings 
fail to cross reference or incorporate by reference any other part of these findings, 
that any finding required or committed to be made by this Board with respect to 
any particular subject matter of the FEIR, shall be deemed to be made if it appears 
in any portion of these findings. 

SECTION 1.5 - LIMITATIONS

The Board’s analysis and evaluation of the Triangle Ranch Project are based on 
the best information currently available.  This practical limitation is acknowledged 
in Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines which states that “the sufficiency of an 
EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible.”  

SECTION 1.6 -  SUMMARIES OF IMPACTS, FACTS, MITIGATION 
MEASURES, ALTERNATIVES, AND OTHER MATTERS  

All summaries of information in the findings to follow are based on the FEIR, the 
Triangle Ranch Project (and every component thereof) and/or other evidence in 
the record of proceedings.  The absence of any particular fact from any such 
summary is not an indication that a particular finding is not based in part on that 
fact. 

Moreover, the summaries set forth below, including, but without limitation, 
summaries of impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives are only summaries.  
Cross references to the FEIR and other evidence have been made where helpful, 
and reference should be made directly to the FEIR and other evidence in the 
administrative record for more precise information regarding the facts on which 
any summary is based.  

SECTION 1.7 - ADOPTION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

These findings are based on the numerous mitigation measures to be required in 
the implementation of the Project as recommended by the FEIR or as already 
incorporated into the Project.  This Board is hereby adopting and incorporating 
into the implementation of the Project those mitigation measures recommended in 
the FEIR.  This Board finds that all the mitigation measures recommended in the 
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FEIR are hereby adopted by this Board, and shall be implemented by all 
developers of the Triangle Ranch Project in accordance with the Project approvals, 
consistent with the FEIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
for the Project. 

SECTION 1.8 - SPECIFIC AND GENERAL MITIGATIONS 

For each potentially significant impact identified in the FEIR, there are one or 
more corresponding mitigation measures to lessen or avoid such impact.  This 
Board recognizes that many of the mitigation measures described in the FEIR may 
lessen or avoid identified impacts other than those for which they are specifically 
proposed.  In light of the above, this Board finds that (a) each mitigation measure 
adopted by this Board (as set forth in Section 1.7 above) and incorporated into the 
Project may avoid, or substantially lessen, potentially significant impacts other 
than the impact for which such mitigation measure corresponds to the FEIR, and 
(b) each significant impact identified by the FEIR is mitigated both by its 
corresponding mitigation measures to the extent set forth in the FEIR (“specific 
mitigation”) and by other, non-corresponding mitigation measures adopted by this 
Board incorporated into the Project (“general mitigation”).  These findings shall be 
applicable wherever supported by the evidence in the record regardless of whether 
a specific finding of an instance of such general mitigation is made.  

SECTION 1.9 - CEQA GUIDELINES § 15084(D)(3) 

The County has relied on Section 15084(d)(3) of the State CEQA guidelines, 
which allows acceptance of working drafts prepared by the applicant, a consultant 
retained by the applicant, or any other person.  The County has reviewed and 
edited as necessary the submitted drafts to reflect the County’s own independent 
judgment, including reliance on County technical personnel from other 
departments.

SECTION 1.10 - PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE § 21082.1 AND CEQA 
GUIDELINES § 15090 

The Board hereby finds that it has independently reviewed and analyzed the FEIR 
relating to the Triangle Ranch Project, as required by CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines, and that the FEIR reflects the independent judgment of this Board. 

SECTION 1.11 - PROJECT BACKGROUND AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT PROCESS 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, the County prepared 
an Initial Study for the originally proposed 81-lot single-family Project and 
distributed it along with the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) to responsible and 
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interested agencies and key interest groups on June 11, 2004 to solicit comments 
on the proposed content of the DEIR.  The NOP was circulated for a 30-day 
comment period which ended July 15, 2004.  The DEIR includes the Initial Study 
and the comment letters received during the public review period in response to 
the NOP (see Section VIII.A and VIII.B).  All NOP comments relating to the EIR 
were reviewed and the issues raised in those comments were addressed, to the 
extent feasible, in the DEIR.  
 
The DEIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research, and circulated for public review on March 28, 2005.  The 
45-day public review period required by State CEQA Guidelines § 15087 ended 
on May 11, 2005.   
 
The County Regional Planning Commission (“RPC”) conducted public hearings 
on the Project on May 18, 2005 and June 22, 2005.  Based upon comments 
received during the DEIR public review period, as well as at the public hearings, 
the RPC directed the applicant to redesign the Project to further protect onsite 
natural resources, and be more consistent with the Santa Monica Mountains North 
Area Plan.   
 
As a result, the Project was redesigned and a Revised Project Design Summary for 
a 71-lot single-family Project was circulated on October 31, 2005 for a second 
formal 45-day public comment period that ended on December 14, 2005.  The 71-
lot design was advertised for a public hearing before the RPC on February 22, 
2006, but that hearing was continued to April 5, 2006.  On April 5, 2006, after the 
applicant gave a status report of additional redesign efforts, the RPC granted 
another continuance to June 28, 2006. 

 
At the June 28, 2006 public hearing, the RPC heard a presentation by staff and the 
applicant for a redesigned Project of 66 single-family lots.  After public testimony, 
the RPC took the matter off calendar to allow the applicant time to finalize the 
redesigned Project.  A fourth public hearing was held by the RPC on September 
20, 2006, and the RPC voted to deny the 66-lot Project design.  The denial was 
subsequently appealed to the Board. 

 
The Board held the appeal hearing on March 27, 2007.  After the Board heard 
testimony in favor and in opposition to the Project, the Board continued the public 
hearing until June 26, 2007, and instructed the Project proponent to submit a 
revised Project site plan that addressed the Board’s concerns.  Although not 
required by CEQA, the revised 61-lot site plan was distributed on May 3, 2007 for 
a comment period that ended on May 30, 2007.  The June 26, 2007 Board hearing 
for the Project was continued to July 24, 2007 and again to July 31, 2007.  
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The County received a total of 18 letters during the first 45-day public review 
period which ended on May 11, 2005.  The County received one additional letter 
regarding the Revised Project Design Summary during the second formal 45-day 
public review period which ended on December 14, 2005.  Although the County 
held two formal 45-day public review periods, the actual comment period for the 
Project was held open from the release date of the Draft EIR on March 28, 2005 to 
the close of the public hearings before the RPC on September 20, 2006.  
Following the close of the second formal public review period to the close of the 
public hearing on September 20, 2006, the County received an additional 31 
individual letters, two form letters with multiple signatories, and a list of petition 
signers with no petition accompanying the list.   
 
The County received 16 letters for the March 27, 2007 Board hearing, along with 
one petition signed by multiple individuals that was submitted at the hearing.  An 
additional 38 individuals provided speaker cards for the March 27, 2007 public 
hearing.  Finally, the County received four letters on the revised 61-lot Project that 
was made available to the public on May 3, 2007.  In addition to these letters, the 
County received 4 letters and one e-mail that do not fit within any of the 
previously mentioned categories.  The County included its responses to these 
letters in the FEIR that was distributed on July 11, 2007, and in the Additional 
Responses to Comments that was distributed on July 18, 2007.   
 
The Board finds that the revised 61-lot Project does not require recirculation under 
CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21092.1, CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5).  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires recirculation of an EIR 
prior to certification of the FEIR when “significant new information is added to 
the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public 
review.”  “New information is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way 
that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the 
Project’s proponents have declined to implement.  ‘Significant new information’ 
requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

 
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the 

project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be 
implemented; 

 
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 

would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the 
impact to a level of insignificance; 
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(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the 
significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s 
proponents decline to adopt it; 

 
(4)  The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 

conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment 
were precluded.” 

 
In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b) provides that “recirculation is 
not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies and 
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”  The Board 
makes the following findings: 
 

1.  Although there were numerous comments submitted to the County 
regarding the DEIR, including public statements and comments 
made at the Board hearing on March 27, 2007, none of these 
comments or responses to comments presented any significant new 
information that would require the EIR to be re-circulated for public 
comments.   

 
2. No new significant environmental impacts would result from the 

current Project or from new mitigation measures proposed to be 
implemented pursuant to the current Project. Rather, as discussed in 
the findings below, the current Project would reduce environmental 
impacts and none of the new mitigation measures would result in 
any new significant environmental impacts.   

 
3.  No substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 

would result as a result of the current Project unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance. Rather, as discussed in the findings below, the 
current project would reduce the severity of environmental impacts. 

 
4.  No feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 

different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the 
significant environmental impacts of the Project:  

 
a. The revised 61-lot site plan does not locate any development 

lots in areas of the property that were not previously studied 
in the DEIR.  For example: 
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i)  The revised 61-lot Project proposes development of 40 
single-family homes on the west side of Kanan Road in 
two enclaves:  34 in the northern enclave and six in the 
southern, avoiding all direct impacts to Lyon’s 
pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  
Between Kanan and Cornell Roads the Project would 
develop 11 homes, with a grading footprint similar to 
the 10 homes previously proposed. And finally, the 
Project design would develop 10 homes on the east side 
of Cornell Road, concentrating development adjacent to 
Cornell Road to minimize impacts to the SEA.  
Alternative 5 of the DEIR analyzed the environmental 
impacts of residential development on the east side of 
Kanan Road north of the Lyon’s pentachaeta 
population between Kanan and Cornell Roads, 
development of residences between the existing fire 
station and the species population east of Cornell Road, 
and development of the south enclave to the west of 
Kanan; 

 
ii) The revised 61-lot Project proposes two lots to be 

located south of the fire station.  A portion of this area 
has already been disturbed because the fire department 
used it as offsite access for storage.  Alternative 3 of 
the DEIR analyzed the environmental impacts of 
residential development south of the fire station.  In 
addition, the 81-lot Project Site plan analyzed in the 
DEIR proposed development of a landscape lot and 
access road immediately south of the fire station.  
Therefore, the revisions to the site plan placing 
development lots 60 and 61 south of the fire station 
locate those lots in areas of the property that were  
previously studied in the DEIR, and thus do not  result 
in project alternatives that are considerably different 
from others previously analyzed. 

 
b.  At the hearing on March 27, 2007, Cornell Preservation 

Organization (“CPO”) presented an alternative which 
proposed the construction of 50 units (“CPO Alternative”).  
This alternative, however, was not considerably different 
from others previously analyzed in the DEIR and would not 
clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 
Project.  The CPO Alternative represented a melding of ideas 
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from an earlier CPO alternative and Alternatives 4 and 5 
presented in the DEIR.  The CPO Alternative presented at the 
March 27, 2007 hearing does not constitute significant new 
information that is substantially different from the DEIR 
alternatives.  For example: 

 
i) The CPO Alternative suggests a development of 50 

homes, which falls within the number of homes (44 in 
Alternative 4 and 81 in the previously proposed 
Project) already assessed by the DEIR.   

 
ii) The development footprint for the CPO Alternative is 

substantially the same as the development footprints 
already addressed by the DEIR.  The CPO Alternative 
shuffles homes around within the Project’s 
development footprint, but does not introduce any new 
elements that have not already been assessed.  For 
example: 

 
(a)  The CPO Alternative attempts to place the 

majority of homes within the footprint of 
previously disturbed portions of the Project site.  
Both the Project and the alternatives discussed 
in the DEIR attempted to place the majority of 
homes within the footprint of previously 
disturbed portions of the Project site;  

 
(b)  The CPO Alternative attempts to locate homes 

on the gentler slopes of the Project Site.  Both 
the Project and the alternatives discussed in the 
DEIR attempted to locate homes on the gentler 
slopes. 

 
(c) The CPO Alternative attempts to avoid 

sensitive plant species.  Both the Project and the 
alternatives discussed in the DEIR attempted to 
avoid sensitive plant species. 

 
c. The CPO Alternative would not clearly lessen the significant 

environmental impacts of the Project.  Rather, the CPO 
Alternative, unlike the 61-lot Project, allows elimination of 
habitat of the Lyon’s pentachaeta.   
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5. The DEIR was not fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature and did not preclude meaningful public review 
and comment. 

 
6.  The new information in the FEIR has been provided merely to 

clarify or amplify information in the DEIR.  The new information 
does not reveal that the Project would cause significant new impacts 
not previously identified in the DEIR. 

SECTION 1.12 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Sage Community Group, Inc., (“Applicant”) proposes to construct 61 single-
family homes, six landscape lots, five open space lots, two debris detention lots, 
and one water quality facility lot on approximately 320.3 acres of undeveloped 
land (“Project Site”).  The Project Site is located in the western Santa Monica 
Mountains, adjacent to and south of the City of Agoura Hills.  The Project Site is 
approximately one-quarter mile south of U.S. 101 (Ventura Freeway).  It is 
bordered on the north by the City of Agoura Hills, and by privately owned vacant 
land to the east and the west.  Land immediately to the south is developed with 
single family residences on a variety of parcel sizes along the Kanan Road and 
Cornell Road corridors.    
 
The Applicant originally proposed the development of 81 single-family 
residences.  The DEIR evaluated the 81 residential-lot design, as well as five 
project alternatives.  Subsequent to the release of the DEIR for public comment, 
the Project was revised in response to issues raised by Department of Regional 
Planning staff, the Regional Planning Commission, and the public concerning the 
proposed 81-lot Project.  Concerns included:  (1) impacts to Sensitive Ecological 
Area (“SEA”) No. 6 (e.g., fragmentation of habitat, alteration of watercourse and 
elimination of Lyon’s pentachaeta); (2) impacts to Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya plant populations; (3) visual quality impacts along Kanan Road, identified 
as a “particularly significant scenic route” by the Santa Monica Mountains North 
Area Plan (“North Area Plan” or “NAP”); and (4) perceived inconsistencies with 
some of the goals and policies of the North Area Plan.  In addition, staff expressed 
concerns that the 81-lot Project did not meet the burdens of proof required for 
hillside management, SEA and North Area Plan grading conditional use permits. 

 
In response to comments, the Project design was re-evaluated in a process that 
produced a series of revisions:  a 71 residential-lot design, two 66 residential-lot 
designs, and the currently proposed 61 residential-lot design. 
 
The currently proposed 61 residential lots would range in size from 10,000 to 
79,700 square feet.  Ten residential lots (lots 52-61) would be located east of 
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Cornell Road within SEA No. 6; eleven residential lots (lots 35-45) would be 
located between Kanan and Cornell Roads; thirty-four residential lots (lots 1-34) 
would be located in the northern enclave west of Kanan Road; and six residential 
lots (lots 46-51) would be located in the southern enclave west of Kanan Road.  
The six landscape lots (lots 67-72) will be maintained by the Homeowner’s 
Association (“HOA”).   
 
Two debris detention basin lots will be developed on the Project Site and are 
designated as lots 73 and 74.  In addition, one water quality facility lot designated 
as lot 75 will also be developed on the Project Site.  All three lots will be 
maintained by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  In addition 
to the homes and water quality improvements, the Project includes construction of 
curvilinear roads (Streets “A” through “F”), driveways, manufactured slopes, 
street lighting, drainage improvements and utilities.   
 
The grading footprint for the current 61 residential-lot design, including all roads 
and driveways, building sites, manufactured slopes, drainage improvements and 
utilities, would occupy an area of approximately 27.39 acres, or 8.6% of the total 
site area.  Including the additional 23.22 acres of disturbance (including 1.32 acres 
offsite in the City of Agoura Hills) due to fuel modification requirements, the total 
disturbed area would be approximately 50.61 acres or 15.8% of the total site area.  
The Project has been concentrated on the gentler slopes of the site in order to 
minimize the disturbance area and to preserve the most scenic natural features.  
Approximately 287.77 acres, or 90% of the site, would be retained as conservation 
open space in perpetuity within lots 62-66.  Of this total, approximately 265.87 
acres would be retained in a natural and undisturbed condition and would be 
dedicated to an appropriate public entity.  The 23.22 acres of area subject to fuel 
modification will be maintained in accordance with the Fuel Modification Plan.   
The entire disturbance area of the 61-lot Project is located within the same areas of 
the site studied for development of the 81-lot Project or proposed alternatives in 
the DEIR. 

 
The Project would avoid all direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya.  It would limit indirect impacts to the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta due to fuel modifications to an area of 1.71 acres and indirect impacts 
to Santa Monica Mountains dudleya to an area of 0.22 acres.  The Project will 
affect 1.64 acres of riparian forest and .49 acres of riparian scrub, of which 1.61 
acres and .44 acres, respectively, will be due to fuel modification.  Fuel 
modification will allow for weed control while avoiding impacts to riparian 
woodland plant species.  There will be selective thinning of riparian woodland 
vegetation, deadwood removal and organic debris removal, all conducted under 
the direction of a Project biologist.  The Project will impact 0.22 acres of 
California Department of Fish and Game jurisdictional waters, and 0.10 acres of 
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Army Corps of Engineers jurisdictional waters.  The Project would also require 
the removal of 17 oak trees and the encroachment of 10 oak trees subject to an 
Oak Tree Permit.  Finally, it would impact 1.11 acres of oak woodlands, of which 
0.79 acres would be due to fuel modification. 
 
The 61-lot Project reconfigures and relocates several proposed lots, modifies 
grading to reduce impacts to sensitive biological species and makes other changes 
to Project infrastructure.  In addition to proposing 20 fewer homes than the 81-lot 
site plan evaluated in the DEIR, the main changes are:  (1) this revised plan 
eliminates all direct impacts to the two sensitive plant species (Lyon’s pentachaeta 
and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya); (2) the Street D intersection with Kanan 
Road has been moved approximately 500 feet south of its previous location 
opposite Street A, thereby reducing grading between Kanan and Cornell Roads by 
approximately 5,770 cubic yards; and (3) this revised plan would reduce the 
number of homes on the east side of Cornell Road from 27 to 10, thereby reducing 
impacts to the SEA. 

 
To implement the Project, the applicant has applied for: (1)  a Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 52419 to establish 61 single-family residences, six landscape lots, 
five open space lots, two debris detention lots, one water quality facility lot, and 
required improvements; (2) a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to implement a 
development within an SEA; to grade in excess of 100,000 cubic yards of earth 
materials; and to allow for a Density Controlled Development which allows the 
concentration of dwelling units on a portion of the Project Site while retaining the 
remaining portions of the Project Site (with the exception of infrastructure) in 
permanent open space; and (3) an Oak Tree Permit to remove 17 oak trees and to 
encroach into the protective zones of 10 oak trees. 
 
In addition, as a result of requests by the RPC, the following materials were 
included in the FEIR:  (1) Design Guidelines to ensure that the Project’s 
neighborhood and individual home sites are developed in a manner that is 
sensitive to the surrounding semi-rural character of the site; (2) Landscape Plan to 
provide specific information for the Project’s various landscaped areas and lists of 
local and native plant species that will be used for the Project’s landscaping; and 
(3) Fuel Modification Plan to create a fire protection buffer zone consistent with 
the Los Angeles County Fire Department Guidelines that will limit fuel 
modification in riparian areas and annual maintenance near Lyon’s pentachaeta 
and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya habitat areas in order to reduce potential 
Project impacts. 
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SECTION 1.13 - PROJECT FINDINGS INTRODUCTION 

The Findings made by the County, pursuant to Section 21081 of CEQA, and 
Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines, on the consideration of the Triangle 
Ranch Project in unincorporated Los Angeles County, California are presented 
below.  All significant impacts of the Project identified in the FEIR are included 
herein and are organized according to the resources affected. 
 
The Findings in this document are for the Triangle Ranch Project and are 
supported by information and analysis from the FEIR and other evidence in the 
administrative record. 
 
For each significant impact, a Finding has been made as to one or more of the 
following, as appropriate in accordance with Public Resources Code § 21081 and 
State CEQA Guidelines § 15091: 
 

A. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR.   

B. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
findings.  Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or 
can and should be adopted by such other agency.   

C. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations for the provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
FEIR. 

 
A narrative of supporting facts follows the appropriate Finding.  Whenever 
Finding “C” was made, the County has determined that there will be, even after 
mitigation, an unavoidable significant level of impact due to the Project, and 
sufficient mitigation is not feasible to reduce the impact to a less than significant 
level.  Such impacts are always specifically identified in the supporting 
discussions.  The Statement of Overriding Considerations applies to all such 
unavoidable significant impacts, as required by Sections 15092 and 15093 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines.   
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SECTION 2.0 - FINDING REGARDING POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT THAT ARE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT 

 
Project environmental effects with regard to Sewerage, long-term operational 
Noise, and Growth-Inducing impacts have been found to be less than significant 
and are presented in this section.  Because these impacts are not significant, no 
changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project for these adverse 
impacts.  The Initial Study prepared for the Project in 2003 identified no 
impacts/insignificant impacts in the following issue areas:  Mineral Resources, 
Agriculture Resources, and Environmental Safety.  These issue areas were not 
further addressed in the DEIR. 
 
2.1 - SEWERAGE.   
 
Impact: The Project would generate approximately 21,262 gallons of sewage 
per day.  It would be served by public sewers, with sewage treatment to be 
conducted by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District (LVMWD) at its Tapia 
Water Reclamation Facility (“Tapia Plant”).  In order to connect the development 
to existing sewer lines, there will be minor construction in Kanan and Cornell 
Roads that could result in short-term traffic and access impacts along those two 
roads. 
 
Finding: Project short-term construction impact and impacts to the sewage 
system will be less than significant.  No mitigation measures required.   
 
Facts Supporting the Finding: There is an existing sewer line adjacent to the 
Project Site that has sufficient capacity to handle Project flows, so that no off-site 
sewer line improvements are necessary.  Short-term traffic and access impacts 
associated with construction in Kanan and Cornell Roads as trenches are 
excavated, connection pipes installed, and trenches refilled could result in a 
temporary traffic nuisance, but would not result in significant impacts.  The 
construction would not require complete roadway closures and no detours are 
anticipated.  Also, flagpersons would be used to facilitate traffic flow if the 
construction required temporary lane closures.   
 
With regard to long-term operations, there is existing capacity at the Tapia Plant to 
treat the additional 21,262 gallons of sewage per day that the Project will generate.  
The LVMWD maintains a 33-inch gravity flow trunk sewer in Cornell Road that 
is available to serve the Project.  The LVMWD’s sewer systems have been 
designed and sized to accommodate the maximum development potential in each 
area contributing to a particular sewer system.  According to the LVMWD, there 
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are no inadequacies in the existing trunk sewer system serving the Project area.  
Additionally, the Tapia Plant is considered adequate to serve the ultimate growth 
projected by the various land use planning agencies under adopted General and 
Specific Plans and by the population forecasts for the Southern California 
Association of Governments.  Because the Project is consistent with the land use 
density assumptions used to prepare the LVMWD’s Master Plan, it can be served 
by the existing sewerage system and would not require or result in the construction 
of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.  As a result, 
the Project will have less than significant impacts to the sewerage system.   

 
2.2 – NOISE   

Impact: Project-related traffic estimated at 584 daily trips could result in 
noise impacts along both Cornell Road and Kanan Road.   

Finding: Long-term operational noise impacts caused by Project-related 
traffic noise would be less than significant. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project would generate an estimated 584 
daily trips , which would cause a maximum traffic noise impact no greater than 0.2 
dB above the no project contribution along both Cornell Road and Kanan Road.  
Noise level changes of less than 3 dB are barely detectable by the human ear.  The 
Project is thus too small to have a significant traffic noise impact given the 
baseline levels of traffic and associated noise already present in the area.   

2.3 - GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

Impact: Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires consideration 
of the ways that a proposed project could be considered growth-inducing.  A 
project is growth inducing if it fosters economic or population growth or the 
construction of additional housing in the surrounding environment.  Growth-
inducing impacts are evaluated according to criteria set forth in the Guidelines that 
evaluate whether projects will:  remove obstacles to population growth, increase 
population so as to further tax community service facilities, or encourage and 
facilitate other activities that would significantly affect the environment.  The 
Project would introduce 61 single-family residences with an estimated population 
of approximately 183 individuals into a previously undeveloped “infill” location 
between existing developments.  The additional population could foster demand 
for local goods and services which may tax existing capacity and contribute to the 
need for future expansion of those facilities.   
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Finding: The Project growth inducing impacts would be less than significant. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: Because the Project is consistent with the range 
of densities permitted by the NAP, its anticipated growth inducement has already 
been anticipated in the Los Angeles County General Plan and is therefore deemed  
to be less than significant.  

The Project is not expected to contribute to expansion of the Las Virgenes 
Municipal Water District’s Tapia Plant.  The Project is consistent with the Las 
Virgenes Municipal Water District’s Master Plan and, therefore, its projected 
sewage generation has already been accounted for.  The existing sewer main 
which serves the Project Site has adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed 
Project’s estimated sewage flows.  Therefore, the Project would not contribute to 
or require the expansion of existing sewage capacity.  The Project would require 
the extension of a water main from its existing terminus near the intersection of 
Kanan and Silver Creek Roads into the Project Site.  However, existing 
developments to the north and south of the Project Site already have adequate 
water service.  On-site lands to the east and west are proposed for open space and 
are not expected to require water service.  Off-site lands to the east and west are 
separated by ridgelines and/or are at elevations that may or may not be serviceable 
by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District without supplemental water 
pumping equipment.  The Project’s extension of the water line would not provide 
a significant opportunity for other land owners to connect to the system.   

The Project would grade the right-of-way for possible future roadway 
improvements along Kanan and Cornell Roads.  However, no physical 
improvements to these streets are proposed as part of the Project other than 
provisions for turning lanes and acceleration/deceleration lanes for project access.  
Furthermore, most of the undeveloped land south of the Project is publicly owned 
and will not be subject to future development.  Development of private land to the 
south is not currently constrained by the lack of roadway capacity. No internal 
Project roadways will produce new access to land that can be developed in the 
future. Therefore, the Project would not remove any access obstacles to growth. 

 
SECTION 3.0 - FINDING REGARDING POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT THAT ARE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT, BUT ARE MITIGATED TO FURTHER 
REDUCE EFFECTS  

 
Several environmental effects of the Project have been found to be adverse, but 
less than significant and are presented in this section.  The State CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.4(a)(3) states that “Mitigation measures are not required for effects which 
are not found to be significant.”  Thus, while the environmental effects in this 
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section are less than significant, the mitigation measures identified have been 
proposed to address concerns raised by the public and agency requirements. 
 
3.1 - GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS (GRADING) 
 
Impact: 

1. Landslides: No landslides have been mapped on the Project Site and 
the Conejo Volcanic bedrock is not particularly susceptible to 
landsliding.  

2. Unstable Geologic Units: Onsite earth materials, such as 
alluvial/colluvial soils, artificial fill, and weathered rock, are 
unsuitable for development and must be removed prior to 
construction.  

3. Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil: The graded and natural areas of the 
Project would be subject to erosion and sedimentation during and 
following proposed grading.  

4. Expansive Soils:  The majority of onsite soils are expected to 
possess “low” to “medium” expansion potential when tested in 
accordance with the Uniform Building Code. 

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR.   
 
Facts Supporting the Finding: 

1. Landslides.  Because no landslides have been mapped on the Project 
Site and the Conejo Volcanic bedrock is not particularly susceptible to 
landsliding, the Project would not be expected to expose people or 
structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury or death involving landslides. 

2. Unstable Geologic Units.  Onsite earth materials such as 
alluvial/colluvial soils, artificial fill and weathered rock, which are unstable 
and unsuitable for development, will be removed prior to construction and 
grading will be performed in accordance with the requirements of the Los 
Angeles County Grading Ordinance.  While the exact extent of removal 
would be determined in the field during grading when observation and 
evaluation can be performed by the soils engineer and/or engineering 
geologist, all such grading must be conducted in accordance with the 
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requirements of the Los Angeles County Grading Ordinance.  Removal and 
recompaction of compressible materials in accordance with the Los 
Angeles County Grading Ordinance would not be expected to result in on- 
or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. 
Therefore, Project impacts associated with unstable geologic units or soil 
would be less than significant. 

3. Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil.  Implementation of the Project in 
accordance with the Los Angeles County Grading Ordinance and the 
Federal Clean Water Act regulations requiring the control and minimization 
of erosion through the use of Best Management Practices will assure that 
the Project will not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil.  
Implementation of the Project in compliance with those codes and 
regulations would ensure that any potential impacts associated with soil 
erosion and loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 

4. Expansive Soils.  Performing grading and construction in accordance 
with the County Code and the recommendations of the geotechnical reports 
to use post-tensioned slab-on-grade foundations on lots where soils with 
“medium” or higher expansion potential occurs and/or where the potential 
for differential movement relating to consolidation exists, would eliminate 
hazards associated with landsliding, settlement and slippage. Thus impacts 
associated with expansive soils would be less than significant. 

This less than significant effect is clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures:  
 

A-1 All grading activities shall be in compliance with specific 
recommendations and requirements provided in a comprehensive 
geotechnical report prepared specifically for the proposed Project, 
including provisions for excavation, cut and fill slopes, and the 
correction of potential geologic hazards, subject to approval by the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and other 
responsible agencies. 

 
A-2 Prior to the issuance of grading permits by the Los Angeles County 

Department of Public Works, the consulting geologist and/or soils 
engineer shall review and approve the detailed grading plans 
approved by the Department of Public Works.  This approval shall 
be conferred by signature on the plans which clearly indicate that 
the geologist and/or soils engineer have reviewed the plans prepared 
by the design engineer and that the plans include the 
recommendations contained in the geotechnical report. 
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A-3 The Project shall be constructed in compliance with all applicable 
provisions of the County of Los Angeles County Grading 
Ordinance, and the requirements of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works and other responsible agencies. 

 
A-4 Stability analyses of proposed graded slopes shall be performed as 

part of the preliminary geotechnical reports and grading plan. 
 
A-5 Grading shall be scheduled in accordance with the Los Angeles 

County Grading Ordinance and the requirements of the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works.  However, the grading 
schedule shall be coordinated by the Project grading contractor to 
minimize the unsupported exposure time of temporary backcuts 
created during landslide or buttress and stabilization fill 
construction as well as other unsuitable soil removals.  Once started, 
temporary excavations and subsequent fill operations should be 
maintained to completion without intervening delays imposed by 
avoidable circumstances.  Grading should be planned to avoid 
exposing at or near grade temporary backcut excavations through 
non-work periods.  Where improvements (either on or off-site) may 
be affected by temporary instability, further restrictions such as slot 
cutting, extending work day and/or weekend schedules or other 
requirements considered critical to serving the specific 
circumstances shall be imposed. 

 
A-6 Design and construction of conventional retaining walls, crib-type 

and/or gabion-type, shall be in conformance with the 
recommendations of the wall manufacturers, consulting 
geotechnical engineer, and the requirements of the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works. 

 
A-7 Compressible soils and weathered bedrock in areas to be developed 

shall be removed and recompacted, except where further detailed 
engineering studies indicate such materials may be left in place, or 
where structural setbacks are provided to the satisfaction of the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works. 

 
A-8 Specifications for: protection from debris flows and boulder roll, 

backfill, retaining walls, foundations, reinforcement and any other 
engineering aspect related to Project development shall be subject to 
requirements and approval by the Los Angeles County Department 
of Public Works, and any other responsible agency. 
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A-9 Prior to commencement of grading, a qualified geotechnical 
engineer and engineering geologist shall be employed for the 
purpose of observing earthwork procedures and testing the fills for 
conformance to the recommendations of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works, approved grading plans, applicable 
grading codes, and the geotechnical report(s) approved to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.  If, in the opinion of 
the geotechnical consultant, unsatisfactory conditions (e.g., 
questionable weather, excessive oversize rock, or deleterious 
material) result in a quality of work substandard to that required 
under specifications of the geotechnical reports and the 
requirements of the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works, the geotechnical consultant shall be empowered to stop 
construction until conditions are rectified. 

 
A-10 During construction, all grading shall be carefully observed, 

mapped and tested by the licensed engineering geologist and/or 
soils engineer.  All grading shall be performed under the 
supervision of a licensed engineering geologist and/or soils engineer 
in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Los Angeles 
County Grading Ordinance, and to the satisfaction of the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works. 

 
A-11 On-site truck staging areas shall be subject to approval by the Los 

Angeles County Department of Public Works.  No staging of haul 
trucks shall be permitted on either Kanan or Cornell Roads without 
prior approval of the Department of Public Works.  Possible on-site 
truck staging areas include the 10.2 acres of previously disturbed 
land on the west side of Kanan Road. 

 
A-12 Barriers and warning signs shall be employed where appropriate to 

maintain traffic and pedestrian safety during grading operations. 
 
A-13 The construction of any proposed mitigation facilities (J-walls, 

catchment fills, impact walls, etc.) shall avoid impacts to sensitive 
species. 

 
3.2 - GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS (SEISMICITY) 
 
Impact: Movement upon known active and potentially active faults in 
proximity to the Project Site could periodically cause moderate to high intensity 
ground shaking on the subject property that would expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death.  
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Additionally, seismic agitation of loose, saturated sands and silty sands can result 
in a buildup of pore water pressure.  If these pore water pressures are sufficient to 
overcome overburden stresses, a temporary quick condition known as liquefaction 
can result, increasing potential adverse effects. 

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR.   
 
Facts Supporting the Finding:  The Project Site is not in an Alquist-Priolo 
Special Studies Zone, as designated by the State of California, and active faults 
have not been mapped on-site. The potential for tectonic ground rupture during the 
life of the proposed development that would expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death, is 
therefore considered low.  Implementation of the recommendations contained in 
the Project’s geotechnical reports and compliance with the Los Angeles County 
Building Code would reduce impacts from strong seismic ground shaking to a less 
than significant level. 
 
Liquefaction potential of the Project Site after grading is considered remote due to: 
(1) the density of the underlying bedrock (i.e., Conejo Volcanics), and (2) because 
loose soils and alluvium, which may be prone to liquefaction, would be removed 
and replaced with drained compacted fill materials in structural fill areas. For 
those lots where a proposed fill slope would abut existing Kanan Road fill, the 
Project’s geotechnical report recommends that the proposed fill be keyed into 
bedrock, and that building setbacks be imposed.  Similarly, the report recommends 
that both the wall and proposed fill adjacent to Kanan Road be founded in 
bedrock.  Project implementation of these recommendations would reduce 
liquefaction-related hazards to a less than significant level.  Therefore, seismic 
hazard impacts associated with rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong ground 
shaking, and seismic-related ground failure including liquefaction, are less than 
significant without mitigation.   

This less than significant effect is clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

B-1 Upon application for a building permit, the applicant/developer shall 
present satisfactory evidence to the Los Angeles County Department 
of Public Works that each proposed residence has been designed by 
a qualified structural engineer for strong ground shaking.  
Residential design shall incorporate the latest seismic engineering 
data, including revisions to the Los Angeles County Building Code 
as they are implemented. 
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B-2 To reduce differential settling of fill material during ground shaking, 

the grading contractor shall conduct grading in accordance with the 
Los Angeles County Building Code, the recommendations of the 
consulting geotechnical engineer, and the requirements of the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works and other responsible 
agencies. 

 
B-3 To mitigate potential cut slope instability due to on-site faults, 

stability fills shall be constructed as recommended by the consulting 
geotechnical engineers and in accordance with the Los Angeles 
County Grading Ordinance and the requirements of the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works. 

 
B-4 To mitigate the on-site liquefaction potential, the developer/grading 

contractor shall remove and recompact any potentially liquefiable 
sediments that could effect engineered structures during site grading. 

 
B-5 In order to mitigate possible liquefaction in the vicinity of proposed 

Lots 32, 33, 40, 41, 42 and 44, where a proposed fill slope would 
abut existing Kanan Road fill, the proposed fill shall be keyed into 
bedrock, and building setbacks shall be imposed.  The extent of the 
required setbacks shall be determined in the field during the 
preparation of the detailed grading plans. 

 
B-6 In order to mitigate possible liquefaction in the vicinity of proposed 

Lots 26-28, the fill below proposed retaining wall shall be founded 
in bedrock. 

 
3.3 - AIR QUALITY 

Impact: The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
states in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook that any projects within the South Coast 
Air Basin with daily emissions of reactive organic compounds or Gases (ROCs or 
ROGs), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM10)  
or sulfur oxides (SOx) that exceed certain thresholds should be considered as 
having an individually significant air quality impact.  Construction-related impacts 
include dust PM10 emissions, NOx, ROG, and CO emissions from construction 
equipment, and ROG emissions from paint application.  Stirring up dust during 
construction also can increase exposure to the fungus spores that can cause San 
Joaquin Valley Fever.  Operational impacts primarily would be caused by site-
related traffic.  Minor amounts of air emissions also would result from burning 
fossil fuels to meet energy needs (electrical generation and in-home natural gas 
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consumption), and from various miscellaneous homeowner emission sources 
(mowers, paint, cleaning products, etc.). 

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR.   

Facts Supporting the Finding. With the exception of NOx emission (from 
grading equipment) and ROG (during application of paint), which are discussed in 
Section 5 below, construction-related pollutant impacts would be below the 
SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance.  The public health risk of Valley Fever 
also is less than significant because the area is minimally endemic to Valley Fever, 
the risk of off-site dust migration is very low, and SCAQMD rules mandate 
stringent dust suppression.  

Long-term operational activity emissions also are less than SCAQMD’s thresholds 
of significance, and thus the Project’s operational impacts on air quality are less 
than significant.  Additionally, the worst-case microscale impact analysis of 
Project-related traffic emissions indicates that CO levels would not exceed the 
California one-hour standard of 20 ppm, and thus CO impacts would be less than 
significant. 

This less than significant effect is clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

C-1 All active construction areas shall be watered at least twice daily. 

C-2 All haul trucks shall be covered or shall maintain at least two feet of 
freeboard. 

C-3 Water shall be applied to all unpaved parking or staging areas four 
times daily. 

C-4 Site access points shall be swept or washed of visible dirt deposition 
on adjacent public roadways. 

C-5 On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt or other dusty material shall be 
covered or watered twice daily. 

C-6 All grading operations on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when 
winds exceed 25 mph. 

C-7 Cleared areas, which are to remain inactive for more than 96 hours 
after clearing is completed, shall be hydroseeded or otherwise 
stabilized. 
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C-10 As conditions of the grading and construction contracts, contractors 
shall be required to provide for car pooling for construction workers, 
where feasible. 

C-11 Lane closures shall be limited to off-peak travel periods. 

C-12 On-site construction vehicle staging areas shall be provided; no 
construction vehicles shall be permitted to park on public roadways. 

C-13 To the extent practical, receipt of construction materials shall be 
scheduled during non-peak traffic hours. 

C-14 In order to control erosion, construction sites shall be sandbagged. 

C-20 Grading operations shall not exceed 4 acres of land disturbance per 
day. 

3.4 - SURFACE WATER RUNOFF/HYDROLOGY 

Impact: Potential impacts to hydrology include whether the Project, 
including the storm drain improvements, would alter existing drainage patterns of 
the site or area or would exceed capacity of drainage systems.  Development of the 
Project would result in only minor alterations of the existing drainage patterns due 
to the construction storm drain systems.  Potential impacts also include whether 
the Project would be located in a flood hazard area or whether it would expose 
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death from flooding or 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  The proximity of the Project to 
Medea Creek represents a potential flood hazard. 
 
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR.   

Facts Supporting the Finding: Development of the Project would result in only 
minor alterations of the existing drainage patterns due to the construction storm 
drain systems, but all site runoff will continue to flow to Medea Creek in 
approximately the same location as it does currently.  Both surface water runoff 
and hydrology impacts from the Project are less than significant due in part to the 
implementation of an approved Drainage Concept Plan that includes two separate 
storm drain systems.  One system will convey debris flows generated in the open 
spaces surrounding the Project Site, and the other would convey urban runoff 
generated by the residential lots and connecting street.  No urban runoff will enter 
the bulked flow systems.  Both the debris flow system and the separate urban 
storm drain system are designed to intercept a 50-year storm in accordance with 
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the Los Angeles Master Plan of Storm Drains.  The Drainage Concept will reduce 
the Project’s impact from increased runoff to less than significant.  

Peak flow from the developed portions of the Project Site would be less than the 
peak flow from the undeveloped site.  As a result, the Project will not cause 
increased on-site or downstream flooding and would have a less than significant 
impact with respect to flooding.  The Project also would decrease peak flows in 
Medea Creek, and would reduce debris accumulation.  The Project, therefore, 
would not exceed the capacity of existing drainage systems.  In order to address 
potential flooding within the Project Site, the onsite 100-year inundation area 
along Medea Creek has been delineated and a 50-foot flood hazard setback area, 
beyond the inundation area, has been established.  The Project would not locate 
any housing or other buildings within the 50-foot flood hazard setback area, nor 
would it place any structures within the 100-year flood hazard area that would 
impede or redirect flood flows.  No levees or dams are located upstream of the 
Project Site, and therefore, the risk of flooding from a failure of a levee or dam is 
less than significant.  Finally, the Project Site is not located near the ocean and 
therefore, would not be subject to inundation from tsunamis, nor are there any 
upstream bodies of water which might subject the site to seiche hazards.   

The above Project design features result in less than significant hydrology impacts. 
 
This less than significant impact is clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

D-1. All necessary drainage structures on Kanan and Cornell Roads shall 
be constructed by the Project applicant/developer to the satisfaction 
of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. 

 
D-2. A 50-foot flood hazard setback area from the Medea Creek capital 

floodplain boundary shall be delineated on the Project’s Final Map 
in accord with the requirements of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works.  No buildings shall be constructed 
within the 50-foot flood hazard setback area. 

 
D-3 The Project shall construct slope protection along the newly graded 

portion of Kanan Road adjacent to Medea Creek to convey 
stormwater drainage through the Project Site and to protect the creek 
to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. 

 
D-4 Energy dissipaters shall be installed at any outlet structure where the 

velocity may be erosive. 
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D-5 The Project applicant/developer shall provide rights of entry and 

physical access to all required temporary or permanent debris basin 
sites to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works. 

 
D-6 To assure that common drainage facilities, landscape materials, 

irrigation systems and the privately-maintained open space lots are 
properly and adequately maintained, the applicant/developer shall 
record with the County Recorder, prior to the recordation of the 
Final Map, a declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions to 
run with the land providing the following:  

 
1) The Project’s homeowners’ association shall cause a yearly 

inspection to be made by a registered civil engineer of all 
onsite slope areas and drainage devices.  Any necessary 
maintenance and corrective measures shall be undertaken by 
the association.  Each future property owner shall 
automatically become a member of the association and shall 
automatically be subject to a proportionate share of the cost; 
and 

2) Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant/developer 
shall submit to the Department of Public Works a landscape 
plan for the Project Site which outlines how to properly 
maintain the planted areas in order to reduce fire hazard 
potential, maintain visual quality and prevent the 
establishment of rodent populations. 

 
D-7 Slopes shall be planted and efficient irrigation systems (acceptable to 

the County) that minimize runoff and evaporation and maximize the 
water that would reach the plant roots, such as drip lines, shall be 
installed as soon as practical after completion of grading.   

 
D-8 The Project applicant/developer shall inform all future owners of 

affected lots with drainage devices of their responsibility for the 
maintenance of the devices on their lots.  The future owner and all 
successors shall be presented with a copy of the drainage 
maintenance program for their lot which shall also be included in the 
CC&Rs.  Any amendment or modification that would defeat the 
obligation of said association as required hereinabove shall be 
approved in writing by Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. 
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D-9 All discharge from erosion control structures shall be dissipated to 
non-erosive velocities 

 
D-10 Roof runoff shall be collected in appropriate systems (such as rain 

gutters and downspouts) and discharged from the building sites 
directed toward interior driveways in non-erosive drainage devices. 

 
D-11 Building pads shall be provided for all proposed structures with 

sufficient height above the curb to drain toward interior driveways 
on a slope of 2 percent from all points on the pad.  No building pad 
will drain directly toward a natural drainage course. 

 
SECTION 3.5 - WATER QUALITY 
 
Impact: Land development, construction and long-term residential activities 
can alter natural drainage patterns and contribute pollutants to stormwater runoff.  
The runoff could pick up pollutants as it flows over the ground or paved areas and 
carries these pollutants into the storm drain systems.  Common sources of 
pollutants from construction sites include sediments from soil erosion/ 
construction materials and water (e.g., paint, solvents, concrete, and drywall); and 
spilled oil, fuel, and other fluids from construction vehicles and heavy equipment.  
Typical residential activities such as washing cars and applying fertilizers to 
landscaping can leave residues that may eventually wash into natural drainage 
channels and then be transported to rivers, lakes and streams, and eventually to the 
ocean.  Project-specific construction activities could affect water quality through 
the handling, storage and disposal of construction materials, through the 
maintenance and operation of construction equipment and through earth moving 
activities.  Long-term operational impacts on stormwater quality and quantity can 
include an increase in the rate of urban pollutant introduction into stormwater 
runoff, and increased erosion and transport of sediment loads and downstream 
siltation.  Stormwater also can carry pollutants into groundwater via infiltration.   

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR.   

Facts Supporting the Finding: Compliance with the discharge requirements of 
the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit issued by the State Water 
Resources Control Board and implementation of Best Management Practices 
specified in the Project’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would 
ensure that the Project would not violate any water quality standards or 
substantially degrade water quality. Routine housekeeping measures such as 
proper storage of construction materials, maintaining construction equipment in 
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proper working condition, limiting the amount of exposed soil and tarping or 
watering exposed soils would reduce construction impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

The Project would be designed to ensure that post-development flows do not 
exceed pre-development conditions with the implementation of Best Management 
Practices and Los Angeles County SUSMP requirements.  Project design includes 
storm drain clarifiers/filtration inlets, two debris detention lots and a water quality 
facility lot, energy diffusers to dissipate stormwater flow velocity, and re-
vegetation using native, drought tolerant plants to minimize irrigation.  Source 
control Best Management Practices including implementation of the Master 
Landscape Plan, storm drain signage, and street sweeping also will ensure that the 
Project’s long-term operations would not create downstream erosion or 
sedimentation that would result in the violation of any water quality standards or 
substantially degrade water quality.  Finally, impacts of the Project on 
groundwater via surface water infiltration would be minimal due to the relatively 
small size of the Project Site when compared to the size of the contributory 
watershed. As a result, the Project’s impacts on water quality from both 
construction and operation will be less than significant. 

This less than significant effect is clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

E-1 Wet and dry building materials with the potential to pollute runoff 
shall be stored under cover and/or surrounded by berms during storm 
events. 

E-2 Containers of paints, chemicals, solvents, and other hazardous 
materials shall be stored in accordance with the secondary 
containment regulations and under cover during storm events. 

E-3 When materials are spilled, cleanup shall be immediate, automatic 
and routine: 

1) Spills that come into contact with permeable surfaces, such as 
soil or surface water, shall be contained onsite to the greatest 
extent feasible and the affected surfaces shall be removed to 
prevent additional exposure; and  

2) Liquid spills on impermeable surfaces shall be cleaned by 
"dry" methods (e.g., use of absorbent materials like sand or 
rags). 
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E-4 All construction equipment and vehicles shall be inspected for and 
leaks repaired according to a regular schedule, specified in the 
Grading Plan approved by the Department of Public Works: 

1) The Grading Plan shall identify specific areas of the 
construction site, well away from watercourses and storm 
drain inlets, for auto and equipment parking and routine 
vehicle and equipment maintenance; and 

2) Major maintenance, repair jobs and vehicle and equipment 
washing shall be conducted off-site, or in Grading Plan 
designated and controlled on-site areas. 

E-5 Concrete transit mixers shall only be washed out in Grading Plan 
designated areas where wash-water can be contained for proper 
disposal, or shall be washed off-site. 

E-6 Portable toilets shall be inspected on a regular basis for leaks.  The 
portable toilet leasing company shall adequately maintain, promptly 
repair, and replace units as needed. 

E-7 All plant materials cleared from the site shall be used on-site as 
mulch for landscaped surfaces, or disposed of at a landfill that chips 
and composts plant material: 

1) No plant material shall be disposed of in watercourses or left 
in roadways where it can clog storm drain inlets; and 

2) Plant materials shall not be disposed of in trash compactors or 
mixed with non-recyclable wastes. 

E-8 Chemical treatment used to remove existing vegetation shall be 
prohibited. 

E-9 The Grading Plan shall delineate clearing limits, easements, 
sensitive or critical areas, trees, drainage courses, and buffer zones to 
prevent excessive or unnecessary disturbances and exposure. 

E-10 Grading operations shall be phased to reduce disturbed areas and 
time of exposure in accordance with the approved Grading Phasing 
Plan. 

E-11 Grading shall be limited or avoided during wet weather. 
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E-12 On-site construction routes shall be limited and construction 
entrances shall be stabilized. 

E-13 Erosion control devices, including temporary diversion dikes/berms, 
drainage swales, and siltation basins, shall be installed around all 
construction areas to insure that sediment is trapped and properly 
removed.  Such facilities shall be maintained until replanting is 
sufficiently established so that erosion is minimized. 

E-14 Check dams shall be used in temporary drains and swales to reduce 
runoff velocities and promote sedimentation. 

E-15 Runoff velocities on temporarily exposed slopes shall be reduced 
using such techniques as terracing, rip-rap, sand bags, straw bales, 
and/or temporary vegetation. 

E-16 Stockpiled soil and landscaping materials shall be protected from 
erosive runoff in accordance with the NPDES containment 
requirements. 

E-17 Drainage courses and catch basins shall be protected with straw 
bales, silt fences and/or temporary swales. 

E-18 Erosion control devices shall be inspected before and immediately 
after rainstorms, and repaired if required. 

E-19 To prevent construction vehicles from tracking soil onto adjacent 
streets, crushed aggregate or other suitable material shall be placed 
on the construction roadways near the site exits. 

E-20 Exposed slopes shall be revegetated as soon as work in that area has 
been completed.  Where replanting is not immediately feasible, 
erosion control blankets (e.g., jute or straw matting) or hydroseeding 
with locally indigenous native species shall be employed to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.  All such areas shall 
be completely planted with appropriate vegetation within one year 
after completion of construction in that area. 

E-21 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for construction of the 
proposed Project, the Project applicant shall obtain coverage under 
the NPDES General Storm Water Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Water Quality 
Order 99-08-DWQ).  The Project applicant shall file a Notice of 
Intent, prepare a SWPPP, and submit the appropriate fees to the 
State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality in 
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order to obtain coverage for construction activities.  Pursuant to the 
permit requirements, the Project applicant shall minimize 
construction related pollutants in the site runoff through the 
implementation of Best Management Practices.   

E-22 Upon construction of all permanent drainage improvements, the 
developer/grading contractor shall remove all temporary run-off-
detaining structures and shall blend construction sediment with on-
site soils for use on-site.  The developer/grading contractor shall 
recycle and/or dispose of all remaining construction debris at an 
appropriate landfill facility, designated for receipt of such 
construction materials. 

E-23 The Project applicant/developer/builder shall be responsible for the 
maintenance of all on-site drainage improvements until such time as 
a home owners' association is prepared to take over on-going 
maintenance responsibilities. 

E-24 A weekly program of roadway and driveway sweeping shall be 
implemented by the Project applicant/developer/builder.  As 
required by the Project’s CC&Rs, this program shall become the on-
going responsibility of the home owners’ association upon its 
establishment. 

E-25 The Project applicant/developer/builder shall prepare and implement 
a Master Landscape Plan that provides planting and maintenance 
guidance for common landscaped areas and undeveloped building 
pads.  The Plan shall specify procedures for the proper use, handling, 
and storage of pesticides, herbicides, rodenticides, and insecticides 
to prevent the mixing of such materials with storm waters.  The 
Project applicant/developer/builder or the home owners’ association 
shall provide the above information to each new home purchaser. 

E-26 The Project applicant/developer/builder shall construct two separate 
storm water conveyance systems: one system shall collect all 
stormwater runoff from the 48.6 acres of development on-site and 
one system will collect stormwater runoff from the naturally 
vegetated areas surrounding property. Both stormwater systems will 
drain into Medea Creek.  The storm drain system for the developed 
portion of the Project Site shall contain permanent Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) designed according to Los Angeles County 
SUSMP requirements.  These BMPs will include, at a minimum, 
three storm drain clarifiers and one filtration inlet, which will 
capture and treat the “first flush” stormwater runoff from the entire 
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developed Project Site.  The storm drain system for the naturally 
vegetated areas will include a desilting basin to capture debris and 
silt from stormwater runoff prior to entering Medea Creek.  All 
Project water quality BMPs will be maintained by the home owners’ 
association.   

SECTION 3.6 - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Impact: The Project Site currently is undeveloped open space, and although 
the Project will only impact 50.61 total acres of the Project Site, the Project 
implementation will still result in the removal of open space.  There are 7.8 acres 
of wetlands on the Project Site within the jurisdiction of the California Department 
of Fish and Game, and 4.54 acres within the jurisdiction of the Army Corps of 
Engineers.  Project implementation would result in the filling of 0.11 of ephemeral 
creek.  Potential Project impacts studied in the DEIR include adverse effects on 
candidate, sensitive or special status species, including the Lyon’s pentachaeta and 
the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, effects on riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community, or on any federally protected wetlands.  Implementation of the 
Project also could interfere with the movement of native wildlife, or conflict with 
the local policies or ordinances to protect biological resources or with an approved 
habitat conservation plan, including County’s provisions related to Significant 
Ecological Area No. 6.   

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR.   

Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project would maintain existing wildlife 
corridors on site.  The Project is specifically designed to reduce impediments to 
wildlife movement by providing open space between developed areas to ensure 
east-west movements, as well as providing both vertical and horizontal separation 
between the lots closest to Medea Creek.  These measures, combined with the 
extensive open space preserved on the Project Site, serve to minimize impacts to 
wildlife, including migratory wildlife, to less than significant levels.  Additionally, 
the Project would adequately address the six established SEA compatibility 
criteria implemented by the County and thus is consistent, compatible, or in 
substantial conformance with those six SEA compatibility criteria.  Specifically: 
the Project does not fragment habitat with impacts to sensitive biotic resources; it 
minimizes the impacts to watercourses and tributaries and avoids direct impacts to 
Medea Creek; it preserves the existing wildlife movement pathways within the 
Project Site, including within the SEA; it increases the amount of vegetative 
buffers used to protect critical resource areas and avoids all impacts to the 
endangered Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountain Dudleya; it also 
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utilizes fences or walls as a supplementary buffer between the development and 
natural habitat; and reduces the conflict between Project infrastructure and critical 
resources by placing utilities underground and reducing the impact from proposed 
interior streets.   

Impacts to sensitive or endangered species are avoided by the design of the Project:   

• Lyon’s pentachaeta: The Project design would avoid direct impacts to 
Lyon’s pentachaeta on the Project Site.  Approximately 1.71 acres of 
occupied Lyon’s pentachaeta is within the Fuel Modification Zone 
under the Project design.  However, the Fuel Modification Plan for the 
maintenance of the Fuel Modification Zone that has been prepared 
protects the sensitive species found within the zone  

• Santa Monica Mountains dudleya:  The Project design would avoid all 
direct impacts to Santa Monica Mountains dudleya on the Project Site 
by preserving the ridgeline where the habitat is located. The preserved 
ridgeline is the one that separates the two residential enclaves on the 
west side of Kanan Road.  It is possible that some indirect impacts to 
the dudleya habitat (approximately 0.22 acres) may still occur due to 
fuel modification requirements with the Project design.  However, the 
Fuel Modification Plan for the maintenance of the Fuel Modification 
Zone that has been prepared protects the sensitive species found within 
the zone. 

• The Project design would minimize to the extent possible the area of 
native habitat affected by fuel modification requirements.  Under the 
Project design, approximately 23.22 acres (including 1.32 acres 
offsite) would be subject to fuel modification.   

There are no direct impacts to Medea Creek associated with either the previously 
proposed 81-lot or the current 61-lot Project design. Furthermore, the 61-lot design 
eliminates impacts to Drainages M and D (and D’s tributaries) within the SEA.   

In conclusion, the Project reduces all impacts to biological resources to less-than-
significant levels, with the exception of the inevitable loss of open space/habitat from 
site development, addressed in Section 5, below. 

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

F-1 In order to reduce impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya, the following will be undertaken: 
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• The Project will preserve 287.77 acres of habitat as 
conservation open space.  A conservation easement shall be 
placed over this open space prior to granting of the final 
grading permit; 

• This conservation open space shall be subject to a Habitat 
Management Plan (Plan) in perpetuity (see F-3).  The goal of 
that Plan shall be to preserve and expand the retained onsite 
populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya.  This Plan may include such measures as 
planting new areas with these species and the manual 
methods using hand or power tools to prune, thin, and 
remove vegetation that could out-compete these species.  The 
Plan shall provide for annual reporting and shall be updated 
to the extent necessary to the satisfaction of DRP.  The Plan 
shall include the fuel modification plan, master landscape 
plan, and oak tree plan described below (see F-2, F-3, and F-
10).  The Plan initially shall include a description of all 
activities to be undertaken, including monitoring and 
reporting efforts for management and conservation of the 
open space in perpetuity.  At the end of the five year period, 
the Plan shall be updated to the extent necessary to the 
satisfaction of DRP.  The Plan shall be consistent with the 
USFWS Recovery Plan for the species and Fish and Game 
Code.  The Plan shall be submitted for review to and 
approval by the County, California Department of Fish and 
Game, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to the 
issuance of the grading permit; 

• Applicant shall provide a non-wasting endowment to fund the 
management of the conservation open space in perpetuity as 
required by the Management Plan no later than 90 days from 
the signing of the agreement to deed the dedicated open space 
to the appropriate public entity.  The amount of the financial 
assurance shall be determined on the basis of anticipated 
minimum operational cost, PARS analysis or other reliable 
estimation method and include costs for inflation, reasonable 
foreseeable additional actions that may be needed and third 
party oversight.  The amount of the non-wasting endowment 
shall be subject to approval by the DRP and the future owner 
of the dedicated open space; and, 
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• The Project applicant shall transfer ownership and/or 
management responsibilities for the conservation open space 
to a public entity acceptable to DRP.  That entity shall be 
knowledgeable in the management of urban open spaces and 
sensitive species that are to be maintained for conservation 
purposes.  The natural/ undisturbed open space of 265.87 
acres shall be dedicated to public agency. 

F-2 The Project applicant shall develop and implement a Fuel 
Modification Plan approved by LACFD that incorporates the 
following measures: 

• Development of fuel modification zones for all hazard areas; 

• Preservation and avoidance of all Lyon’s pentachaeta 
populations.  Measures must incorporate, at a minimum, both 
permanent staking of known populations and timing the 
removal of any plant material during the plant dormancy 
period (i.e., after seed set and prior to germination); 

• Preservation and avoidance of all Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya plants.  Thinning of adjacent associated plants would 
be allowed.  No mowing in the immediate vicinity of the 
dudleya would be permitted;  

• Preservation/retention of native plants with low fuel volume 
or low potential to burn due to high moisture content; 

• Selective thinning and organic debris removal within the 
riparian zone to maintain existing habitat values; 

• If any plantings are necessary within the fuel modification 
zone, plants selected must be on the SEATAC and Los 
Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD)-approved non-
invasive native plants.  No exotic or non-native plants shall 
be used. Cal-IPC-listed invasive plants shall not be planted 
within the fuel modification zone and if present, shall be 
removed using methods described in the Habitat 
Management Plan (F-1); 

• All fuel modification activities shall be conducted by 
specially trained crews supervised by a qualified project 
biologist; 
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• The Fuel Modification Plan shall be included in the Habitat 
Management Plan which includes measures to manage 
invasion of non-native plant species.  The Fuel Modification 
Zones shall be surveyed and treated to prevent reproduction 
of Cal-IPC listed species or other non-native invasive 
species; 

• Any removal of or impact to individual Lyon’s pentachaeta or 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya plants shall require 
replacement plantings.  Mitigation for Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya shall be at a 50:1 replacement ratio.  A 
minimum of 50 seeds will be collected, germinated and 
replanted from each of the impacted individuals; 

• Listing of fire abatement measures, including removal of 
deadwood, irrigation, and/or mowing and maintenance of oak 
trees shall be identified for each hazard area.  Any area in 
which oak understories or deadwood removal take place shall 
be mitigated for as part of the oak woodland revegetation 
plan; 

• The final Fuel Modification Plan shall be submitted to 
LACFD, SEATAC, the DRP Biologist, California 
Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service for their review and approval prior to issuance of the 
grading permit; 

• The Fuel Modification Plan shall also be consistent with the 
Management Plan described in F-1, above; the Master 
Landscape Plan described in F-3, below and the 
Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan, 
described in F-10, below; 

F-3  The Project applicant shall develop, implement, and maintain a 
Master Landscape Plan.  The Master Landscape Plan shall prevent 
the introduction of exotic plants and irrigation flows into 
undeveloped open space areas. The Master Landscape Plan shall be 
compatible with the Fuel Modification Plan (F-2) and shall address 
the design, implementation, and maintenance of all landscaping, 
common areas, undeveloped building pads pending sale, and private 
grounds subsequent to sale. The Master Landscape Plan shall 
include a plant palette of acceptable ornamental and native species to 
be used.  The Master Landscape Plan shall become part of the 
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Habitat Management Plan (F-1).  In addition, the Master Landscape 
Plan shall provide the following:   

• Planting requirements on privately held parcels and common 
areas also shall be recorded within the CC&Rs of the 
homeowners’ association and each homeowner.  A qualified 
biologist shall examine the dedicated open space and 
common areas on an annual basis, starting with the 
installation of the first landscaping and lasting five years after 
complete build out, to determine if invasive ornamentals have 
been planted and/or escaped to adjacent natural areas.  If so, 
the CC&Rs shall provide that the biologist can have those 
plants removed from such dedicated open space and common 
areas and recommend alternative plants and methods of 
control. 

• Cal-IPC-listed plants shall not be planted within the Project 
boundaries or the fuel modification zones; 

• The Master Landscape Plan and CC&Rs shall be submitted to 
SEATAC, the DRP Biologist, California Department of Fish 
and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for review and 
approval prior to issuance of the grading permit; 

F-4 The Project applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 287.77 acres of 
conservation open space for management in perpetuity.  Of this total, 
at least 265.87 acres will remain natural and undisturbed by fuel 
modification activities.  This conservation open space area shall be 
subject to the following restrictions: 

• No off-road vehicle (ORV) use, including ATVs, SUVs or 
bicycles; 

• No hunting; 

• No weapons, including firearms, air guns, BB guns, 
slingshots, paintball guns, crossbows, bows, or any other 
device that shoots a projectile used to hunt or maim animals 
or people; 

• No camping, fires, or trailer parking; and  

• No ancillary structures such as corrals, sheds, gazebos, decks, 
pools, or tree houses. 
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• No roads, grading, mineral extraction, grazing, vineyards, 
agricultural operations, planting of non-native vegetation 
(other than that permitted by the master landscape plan), 
fencing (other than used for habitat restoration) and lighting. 

• All open space lands shall be managed to be compatible with 
the conservation open space. 

F-5 The Project applicant may employ chain link fencing or other 
wildlife-excluding fencing only around the immediate vicinity of 
residences and associated yards. Fencing passable by wildlife may 
be employed in common areas and no fencing may be allowed 
outside designated lots. 

F-6 In order to minimize impacts on sensitive plant and wildlife species, 
the Project applicant and future homeowners (as provided in the 
CC&Rs) shall: 

• Prohibit introduction of chemical herbicides, pesticides, 
rodenticides and fertilizers into natural areas (i.e. 
conservation open space) during Project construction or 
operations; 

• Restrict chemical herbicide, pesticide, rodenticide and 
fertilizer use to developed lots and avoid use within 200 feet 
of stream courses or drainages; 

• Restrict chemical herbicide, fertilizer, rodenticide and 
pesticide use within 50 feet of the property boundary;  

• Prohibit use of poison to control rodents in common areas and 
open space; and 

• Inform homeowners of their responsibilities with regard to 
proper herbicide, pesticide, rodenticide and fertilizer use 
prior to purchase of property. 

F-7 In order to reduce impacts on sensitive and other wildlife species, 
the Project applicant shall develop a lighting program that addresses 
the following: 

• All outdoor lighting shall be shielded and directed away from 
adjacent open space areas; 
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• Any street lighting shall be low-intrusion or have no impact 
on wildlife, such as sodium-type fixtures; 

• Excessive outdoor lighting shall be avoided; outdoor lighting 
shall represent the minimum required to conform to 
applicable ordinances; and 

• The CC&Rs shall prevent the installation of any outdoor 
lighting that extends light or glare outside of the property 
boundaries.  All installation of outdoor light shall be subject 
to review and approval of the HOA. 

F-8 The Project applicant shall comply with all state and federal agency 
laws and regulations.  This shall include, but not be limited to, 
securing a Streambed Alteration Agreement, Section 404 Permit, 
and Section 401 Certification.  The permit processes for these 
approvals shall include the preparation of a conceptual mitigation 
plan and analysis of alternatives.  Opportunities for onsite habitat 
restoration and enhancement shall be evaluated prior to the 
investigation of off-site opportunities. Mitigation ratios for impacted 
riparian habitat areas shall be no less than 1:1 for onsite mitigation 
and no less than 2:1 for offsite mitigation.  The Project applicant 
shall provide the County of copies of all required state and federal 
permits prior to grubbing and issuance of a grading permit. The 
Project applicant shall comply with all conditions of the issued 
approvals. 

F-9 The biological monitor shall be on site during all grubbing and 
grading activities and shall be particularly sensitive to potential 
impacts to San Diego dusky footed woodrat (DFW), southwestern 
pond turtle (SPT), San Diego horned lizard, and the coastal western 
whiptail. A salvage plan shall be prepared for the above listed 
species. The methods chosen for capturing animals shall be based on 
an evaluation of those most protective of the animal and trapping 
efficiencies as determined by the County Biologist.  The salvage 
plan shall be reviewed and approved by the County Biologist prior to 
the issuance of a final grading permit.  The salvage plan shall 
include the following measures: 

1) The Project applicant shall translocate impacted individuals 
of these species to new locations with suitable habitat onsite 
within the conservation open space or other appropriate areas.  
The translocation program shall be reviewed and approved by 
the County Biologist. 
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2) For DFW, areas to be disturbed that provide suitable potential 
habitat for this species shall be inspected for nests of DFW 
one week prior to disturbance.  No more than two days prior 
to site disturbances, potential suitable habitat areas shall be 
live-trapped.  The relocation of trapped individuals shall 
include the relocation of nesting materials. 

3) The salvage plan shall include methods to ensure mobile 
species can escape and safely reach the habitat conservation 
open space areas and other limited mobile species are 
removed, as required. 

4) Meaningful salvage of wildlife species of low mobility 
including San Diego coast horned lizard and western whiptail 
shall be achieved by the use of drift fencing and pit-fall traps 
employed at the appropriate time of the year/day when 
surface temperatures are conducive to reptile activity/ 
movement. 

F-10 In addition to complying with the Oak Tree Ordinance, the Project 
applicant/developer shall develop, implement and maintain a 
Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan to be 
reviewed and approved by the DRP Biologist prior to the issuance of 
grading permits.  All tree plantings shall be subject to a five-year 
monitoring effort by an independent certified arborist.  This 
monitoring effort shall consider growth, health, and condition of the 
subject trees in order to evaluate the Project’s success.  This plan 
shall also be consistent with the management plan developed for the 
conservation open space in F-2.  The Project 
developer/homeowners’ association shall implement the 
recommended remedial actions should any of the tree plantings 
exhibit poor or declining health as determined by the DRP biologist.   

F-11 All sensitive habitats outside the proposed grading limits shall be 
avoided during and following the proposed construction activities.  
A biological monitor familiar with the location of the sensitive 
habitat areas and plant and wildlife species shall be part of the 
construction team.  Prior to commencement of any construction-
related activity, the biological monitor will flag the sensitive areas 
and/or the construction limits with bright orange plastic fencing, 
stakes, flags, or other suitable markers that are easily discernible by 
construction equipment operators.  No machinery, equipment, 
materials, construction debris, and such as well as personnel shall 
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enter the protected areas unless specifically authorized by the 
biological monitor. 

F-12 The biological monitor will be present at all preconstruction and 
pregrading meetings.  The biological monitor shall present an 
educational program at these meetings regarding the sensitive 
species and habitats to be protected.  All construction workers shall 
receive this education program. 

F-13 The biological monitor shall be present at the site during clearing of 
any vegetation and during the rough or initial grading of the site.  
The biological monitor will have the authority to stop work 
temporarily in order to protect the flagged sensitive habitats.  Any 
disturbance into sensitive habitat areas shall be reported within 24 
hours to appropriate authorities.  Following clearing and rough or 
initial grading activities, the biological monitor shall periodically 
check the site for continued compliance with protection of the 
sensitive species/habitat areas.   

F-14 The biological monitor shall record notes during the monitoring of 
vegetation clearing and during the rough or initial grading of the 
Project Site.  These notes shall document the dates of clearing and 
location and limits of clearing/grading activities undertaken.  
Monitoring notes shall be summarized into a letter report that shall 
be submitted to the appropriate authorities within 30 days of project 
completion.   

F-15 A home owners awareness brochure will be distributed at the time of 
sales that will provide educational information on the presence of 
sensitive species in the conservation open space areas; the benefits 
of maintaining habitat values of the open space areas; the problems 
associated with invasive plants, improper use of herbicides, 
pesticides, rodenticides and fertilizers and other potential actions that 
could indirectly impact the conservation open space area and the 
rules associated with management of the conservation open space. 
This information shall also contain information regarding native 
plants and planting techniques and a list of prohibited plant species 
within the lots.  This brochure will be provided to each home buyer.  

F-16 If the required fuel modification zones cross over the northern 
portion of the site, into the jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills, 
then coordination with the City shall be required.  No grading for 
Project construction shall occur on land in the City of Agoura Hills 
without prior approval by the City.   
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SECTION 3.7 - CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact: The Project area includes eight known archeological sites that would 
be impacted by grading or other construction activities. 

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR  

Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project area was the subject of Phase II 
archaeological fieldwork to establish the nature and significance of each of the 
eight known archaeological sites.  The Phase II test excavations and surface 
collection were conducted with the participation of a Native American 
representative.  Of the eight sites, seven were determined not to be unique 
archaeological resources.  Nevertheless, the fieldwork resulted in the collection of 
scientifically consequential information from these resources. The Phase II 
fieldwork has completely and adequately mitigated all adverse impacts that might 
accrue to the seven sites as a result of development.  The archaeological study 
found potentially significant impacts to CA-LAN-2078, a small midden 
deposit/habitation site that contains scientific information useful for the 
understanding of the prehistory of this portion of southern California.  Potential 
impacts to that area will be avoided through preservation of the area in an open 
space lot where development will be prohibited.  The California Indian Council 
concurs with the archaeological recommendations in the FEIR. Thus Project 
impacts on cultural resources are less than significant. 

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

G-1 All excavation and grading shall be monitored by an archaeological 
monitoring team, consisting of one archaeologist and one Chumash 
archaeological consultant, if available.   

G-2 In the event that subsurface archaeological remains are uncovered, 
construction in the area of the find shall be temporarily halted until 
the deposit has been adequately evaluated.  If recognizable features 
are encountered they shall be subjected to rapid but professional 
excavation.  Arrangements shall be made to curate all appropriate 
artifacts at the National Park Service’s curatorial facility in the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, or another 
Smithsonian Institution approved curatorial facility. After the find 
has been evaluated, and appropriate mitigation measures 
implemented to the satisfaction of DRP, construction may resume.   
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G-3 If human remains are encountered, the Coroner shall be contacted 
immediately, and proper legal procedures shall be followed to 
determine the disposition of the remains. 

G-4 CA-LAN-2078 shall be preserved in an open space lot.  No 
development shall be permitted in the described area of CA-LAN-
2078.   

G-5 An archaeologist shall be retained to stake the boundaries of CA-
LAN-2078, and to monitor any grading that might occur adjacent to 
it. 

G-6 Should development plans change and preservation of CA-LAN-
2078 is determined not to be feasible, a Phase III data recovery 
(salvage excavations) shall be conducted for this site. 

SECTION 3.8 - LIGHT AND GLARE 

Impact: Project development would introduce several sources of lighting onto 
the Project Site, resulting in increased nighttime illumination and decreased night sky 
visibility, changes in aesthetic qualities and potential spill-over illumination of 
adjacent properties. 

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR  

Facts Supporting the Finding: Lighting impacts to passengers traveling scenic 
highways along Kanan Road and Cornell Road at night are less than significant.  
With regard to Kanan Road, there already is a bright level of street lighting 
adjacent to the Project areas.  Additionally, passengers in vehicles on Kanan Road 
would have only a brief view of the night lighting.  From Cornell Road, the new 
lighting would be largely obscured by intervening vegetation, terrain and existing 
residences.  Limited lines-of-sight exist along Cornell Road, further reducing the 
view of development areas to the west.  The layout of the development would 
cause night lighting from on-site headlights to be disbursed, and thus impacts from 
vehicle headlights within the residential enclaves would be less than significant.   

Night sky illumination already is affected by existing sky glow, and the intensive 
development along the US 101 Freeway corridor.  Project lighting would not 
materially contribute to the already present glow.  Lighting impacts to Paramount 
Ranch are less than significant because there are no direct line of sight views of 
the Project Site from the lower elevation activity areas of the park, and it is 
unlikely that many people will be hiking at the higher elevations at night.  
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Additionally, the substantial residential development that currently exists between 
the Project Site and Paramount Ranch negates the effect of the Project.  Thus light 
impacts to night sky are less than significant.  With regard to wildlife, the 
preservation of 287.77 acres as conservation open space will provide sufficient 
habitat for light-sensitive wildlife to withdraw to portions of the Project Site 
unaffected by new light sources.  Impacts would be further reduced through 
shielding and/or directing lights away from adjacent open space.  Consequently, 
night lighting impacts on wildlife will be less than significant. 

Daytime reflective glare from the Project also is less than significant.  Most of the 
residences are well set back from and elevated above both Kanan and Cornell 
Roads, and the Project is designed to provide substantial natural vegetation 
landscaping that will block the reflection from potentially glare-creating surfaces.  
Additionally, residences will not be constructed with reflective exterior building 
material.   

New sources of lighting from the Project would adversely affect nighttime views 
from nearby existing residences in the Project area.  Implementation of a Lighting 
Mitigation Plan that would use low-level, low-intensity decorative street lights and 
“pedestrian” type bollard lighting would reduce these impacts to less than 
significant levels.  The Plan also would require that entrance and street lighting 
focus illumination downward and into the Project Site, would require the use of 
lighting fixtures that cut off light directed to the sky, and, where feasible, would 
use topographic barriers and new tree landscaping as a filtering device. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures J-1 through J-12, which includes the 
Lighting Mitigation Plan to be installed to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works and the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department, will reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  Those measures 
include limiting outdoor lighting, prohibiting exterior uplighting fixtures for 
building facades and trees, and directing any necessary outdoor lighting toward the 
Project Site.   

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

J-1 The Project applicant shall implement the proposed Lighting 
Mitigation Plan as presented in Figure III.J-3, installed to the 
satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
and the Los Angeles County Fire Department. 

J-2 Project street lighting shall be the lowest intensity necessary for 
security and safety purposes, while still adhering to the 
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recommended levels of the Illuminating Engineering Society of 
North America. 

J-3 Street light source color temperature shall be warm and identifiable 
with incandescent (i.e., 2500 to 3200 degrees Kelvin, incandescent = 
2700 degrees Kelvin). 

J-4 In order to minimize illumination wash onto adjacent areas, street 
lighting shall utilize non-glare fixtures directed downward onto the 
Project Site. 

J-5 Street lights shall be oriented to minimize off-site impacts (i.e., the 
maximum candlepower shall be aimed away from the off-site viewer 
and the physical unit shall be located on the shielded side of visual 
barriers, such as shrubs and walls). 

J-6 Exterior buildings finishes shall be non-reflective and use natural 
subdued tones. 

J-7 All roofs visible from the Kanan and Cornell Roads shall be surfaced 
with non-reflective materials.   

J-8 Atmospheric light pollution shall be minimized by utilizing street 
lighting fixtures that cut-off light directed to the sky.  

J-9 Project CC&Rs shall include the following restrictions on outdoor 
lighting for private residences: 

1) The use of exterior uplighting fixtures for building facades 
and trees shall be prohibited. 

2) Design limits on the amount of landscape lighting per square 
foot of yard area shall be established.   

3) Only downlighting for exterior-building mounted fixtures 
shall be permitted.   

4) Use of "glowing" fixtures that would be visible from existing 
communities or public roads shall be prohibited.  A glowing 
fixture is a lantern style fixture, or any fixture that allows 
light through its vertical components 

5) Use of motion detectors shall be required. 
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6) Tennis court lighting shall be shielded from off-site locations 
with landscaping and windscreens; tennis court lighting 
fixtures shall have distribution types and cut off 
characteristics that limit spill light that can be seen from off 
site; and  

7) Gate and driveway illumination shall be shielded from off-
site locations and directed into the property. 

J-10 The adverse effects of night-lighting (street, residential, outdoor 
security etc.) on natural open space shall be mitigated by provision 
of one or more of the following:  

1) low-intensity street lamps only near the edge of development; 

2) low-elevation lighting poles; and  

3) shielding by internal silvering of the globe or external opaque 
reflectors.   

J-11 Proposed light spacing for decorative lights shall meet the minimum 
required illumination levels for a residential roadway which is based 
on 0.4 footcandles. 

J-12 A street lighting layout plan for the proposed decorative lights shall 
be submitted to the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works Street Lighting Section for review and approval. 

3.9 - LAND USE COMPATIBILITY 

Impact: Project land use impacts include whether the Project would 
physically divide an established community, conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy or regulation or with any applicable habitat conservation plan.  
Specifically: 

Los Angeles County General Plan/Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan:  The 
Project must be consistent with the County’s General Plan and the North Area 
Plan, and with the goals, objectives and policies of the North Area Plan. 

Significant Ecological Area:  The Project will be developed within and adjacent to 
SEA No. 6, and therefore must demonstrate consistency with the SEA’s 
compatibility criteria. 

Zoning and Subdivision Codes:  The Project must comply with the County’s 
applicable code sections. 
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Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR  

Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project would be consistent with the Los 
Angeles County General Plan land use designations and density, and neither 
requires nor proposes an amendment to the County General Plan.  The Project also 
is consistent with the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan (SMMNAP) land 
use designations and density, and neither requires nor proposes an amendment to 
the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan.  It is consistent with existing 
zoning, and would not divide an existing community.  The Project design would 
cluster development into residential enclaves, as encouraged by the SMMNAP, 
and would avoid impacts to biological resources, including avoiding all direct 
impacts to sensitive plant species within SEA No. 6.  The Project is designed to be 
compatible in land use, density and architecture with the existing pattern of 
residential development adjacent to the Project Site.  Finally, it achieves overall 
conformance with the goals and policies of the SMMNAP and the General Plan 
SEA compatibility criteria as determined in the FEIR, including setting aside 
significant open space conservation areas, eliminating direct impacts to Lyon’s 
pentachaeta within SEA No. 6, avoiding direct impacts to drainages within the 
SEA tributary to Medea Creek, and preserving wildlife corridors. 
 
These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 
See Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-15, above. 
 

K-1 In order to ensure that aesthetic impacts from manufactured slopes 
remain less than significant, all manufactured slopes 10 feet tall or 
greater, shall simulate the appearance of the surrounding natural 
terrain and shall be screened with landscaping. 

3.10 - TRAFFIC AND ACCESS 
 
Impact: The Project will have significant impacts on two-lane roadways if it 
causes an increase in traffic volumes that would exceed four percent in the peak 
hour for roadways operating at Level of Service (LOS) C, two percent for 
roadways operating at LOS D, or one percent for roadways operating LOS E or F.  
It will have a significant impact on intersections if it causes an unacceptable 
Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) to increase by 0.02 or more or causes any 
intersection to worsen from acceptable to unacceptable conditions.   
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Finding: Changes, conditions or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Project which reduce further the less than significant 
environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR  

Facts Supporting the Finding: Traffic generated by the Project (584 vehicle 
trips) is not expected to cause significant impacts on the two-way roadways at 
Kanan Road north of Cornell Way, Kanan Road south of Cornell Way and Cornell 
Road south of Kanan Road.  The analysis of existing traffic conditions plus growth 
plus the Project in the DEIR indicates that the three roadway segments will 
continue to operate at LOS A in both peak hours with the addition of Project 
traffic.  The City of Agoura Hills’ intersection Level of Service (LOS) standard is 
LOS C.  Impacts would be significant if the Project causes any intersection to 
worsen from LOS C to LOS D, E or F, or if the Project causes an unacceptable 
ICU to increase by 0.02 or more.  None of the study intersections (Kanan Road at 
Canwood Street, Kanan Road at US 101 Interchange and Kanan Road at Roadside 
Drive) would worsen to LOS D or worse in either peak hour due to Project-related 
traffic.  Nor would Project-related traffic increase the ICU at these intersections by 
0.02 or more. 

Weekend traffic impacts also would be less than significant.  Project weekend 
traffic will be 616 daily and 57 peak hour vehicles on a Saturday and 536 daily 
and 53 peak hour vehicles on a Sunday.   In each case, the Project traffic is less 
than 3% of the existing traffic, and would not exceed the significance criteria by 
worsening the Level of Service (LOS) at Kanan Road and Street A, which is the 
Project entrance that will have the greatest volume of Project traffic entering and 
exiting Kanan Road. Additionally, the Project’s access points are designed to 
facilitate the safe movement of vehicles. Finally, the trips generated by the Project 
on US 101 or on Congestion Management Program (CMP) monitored 
intersections are not sufficient to trigger further analysis of the CMP.  Thus traffic 
impacts are less than significant. 

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

L-1 Adequate line of sight distances, to the satisfaction of the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works, shall be provided for 
all ingress and egress points to the site.  

L-2 A turn-a-round radius in front of the gated portion of the site on the 
easterly side of Cornell Road shall be provided to accommodate a 
three-axle truck (e.g., moving van). 

L-3 The Project applicant shall contribute a traffic impact fee at the 
prevailing rate in effect at time of issuance of grading permit, to the 

 49



City of Agoura Hills for necessary improvements to mitigate the 
Project’s cumulative impacts at the intersections of Kanan Road at 
Canwood Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Road. 

3.11 - FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES 
 
Impact: Project construction activities will increase the potential for 
accidental wildfires.  The Project would have a significant impact if its 
construction or operation would result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the need to provide new or physically altered Fire Department 
facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance factors. 
 
Finding: Changes, conditions or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Project which reduce further the less than significant 
environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR  

Facts Supporting the Finding: Project construction activities will increase the 
potential for accidental wildfires, but Best Management Practices would minimize 
these hazards to a less than significant level.  Those procedures include 
maintenance of mechanical equipment, careful storage of flammable materials and 
immediate and thorough cleanup of spills of flammable materials when they occur.  
Emergency response times should not be affected by construction activities for the 
following reasons:  construction impacts are temporary in nature and do not cause 
lasting effects; the Project is immediately adjacent to Fire Station No. 65, 
minimizing potential conflicts between construction traffic and emergency 
vehicles on nearby surface streets; and partial lane closures are not a significant 
obstruction for emergency vehicles because the drivers of those vehicles normally 
have a variety of options for dealing with traffic, including using sirens to clear a 
path of travel or driving in the lanes of opposing traffic.  If partial closures of 
streets surrounding the Project Site become necessary, flagmen would be used to 
facilitate the traffic flow until construction is complete.  Because Project 
construction would not be expected to tax fire fighting and emergency services to 
the extent that there would be a need for new or physically altered fire facilities, 
construction related impacts to fire protection and emergency service would be 
less than significant. 

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

M.1-7 The project applicant/developer shall pay a Developer fee on 
Construction (at the rate prevailing at the time of building permit 
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issuance) for future capital improvements for the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department. 

3.12 - SHERIFF SERVICES 
 
Impact: The Project would significantly impact Sheriff services if it would 
result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the need to provide 
new or physically altered facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives.  The Project is adding 61 homes 
to an undeveloped area, and thus has the potential to increase demand for law 
enforcement services.   
 
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR  

Facts Supporting the Finding: The Sheriff’s Department has stated in 
correspondence dated July 18, 2003 that it is fully capable of providing adequate 
services to the Project without adversely affecting current levels of service to the 
community. The Project includes substantial crime prevention features such as 
clustering and limited access due to gates or natural terrain.  Consequently the 
Project will not result in a requirement for new or altered facilities in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios or response times, and this impact is less than 
significant.   

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

M.2-1 The Sheriff's Department shall be given access codes and/or keys to 
lock boxes to gated portions of the Project Site. 

M.2-2 Signs shall be posted on the Project Site allowing for the 
enforcement of the California Vehicle Code on the Project’s interior 
streets. 

M.2-3 The applicant/project developer shall consult with the Sheriff’s 
Department’s for security design assistance. 

M.2-4 Upon completion of the Project, the Project 
applicant/developer/builder shall provide the Malibu/Lost Hills 
Station commanding officer with a diagram of the Project.  The 
diagram shall include access routes, addresses, and any other 
information that might facilitate the Sheriff’s response. 
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3.13 – SCHOOLS   

Impact: The Project would have a significant impact on schools if it would 
result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the need to provide 
new or physically altered schools in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or 
other performance objectives.  The Project would be adding approximately 62 
students to the Las Virgenes Unified School District. 

Finding: Changes, conditions, or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Project which reduce further the less than significant 
environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: The addition of approximately 62 students from 
the Project would contribute to the current over-enrollment of schools in the Las 
Virgenes Unified School District, but would not result in the need for new or 
physically altered schools in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other 
performance objectives.  Consequently, the impact to schools is less than 
significant.  In addition, the applicant will pay applicable school fees in 
compliance with SB 50.  Those fees would constitute full and complete mitigation 
of school impacts and would render those impacts less than significant. 

3.14 - LIBRARIES  

Impact: The Project would have a significant impact on library services if it 
would result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the need to 
provide new or physically altered libraries in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios or other performance objectives.  The Project will increase demand for 
library services at the Agoura Hills Library, Westlake Village Library, and Las 
Virgenes Bookmobile by increasing the permanent residential population in 
Library Planning Area Seven, which these library facilities serve. 

Finding: Changes, conditions, or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Project which reduce further the less than significant 
environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR.   

Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project would increase demand for library 
services, but would not require the construction of new or physically altered 
libraries in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance 
objectives, resulting in a less than significant impact.  Payment of the application 
library fees to the County of Los Angeles Public Library as set forth in Section 
22.42.030 of the Los Angeles County Code, on a per dwelling unit basis would 
further reduce the Project’s less than significant impacts.   
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3.15 - WATER 
 
Impact: The Project would have a significant impact if it would require or 
result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects, or result 
in insufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from existing 
entitlements and resources.  With the addition of 61 homes the Project will 
increase demand on water resources. 
 
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR.   

Facts Supporting the Finding: Construction activities would result in less than 
significant impacts to water supplies.  Construction activities would generate a 
short-term demand for potable water and for reclaimed water for use in dust 
suppression, soil compaction, and the washing of construction vehicles. Reclaimed 
water would have to be hauled by truck to the site.  Demand for reclaimed water, 
which will be less than 12,000 gallons per day, will not result in significant 
impacts to the District’s supply of reclaimed water, which is more than sufficient 
and meant for this use.  The 2.5 million gallon Indian Hill Tank, situated on the 
ridge just east of the Project Site boundary, provides regulatory storage for the Las 
Virgenes Municipal Water District’s Western Recycled Water System that would 
supply the necessary reclaimed water for Project construction.  Although it may be 
necessary to connect potable water supplies from the existing water line in Silver 
Creek Road to development areas along Kanan Road, a distance of approximately 
900 feet, that construction and any associated traffic disruption would be minimal 
and would not result in significant impacts.   

Long-term operational impacts also would be less than significant.  The Project’s 
estimated demand for water would be approximately 67,183 gallons per day, with 
more than 90% used for domestic purposes and the remainder for irrigation 
demands of landscaped lots.  The Project is consistent with the water demand 
estimates in the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District Master Plan, which are 
based on land use densities permitted by the governing land use plan for each 
property in the service area.  Since the Project is consistent with the densities 
permitted by the Manta Monica Mountains North Area Plan, it is consistent with 
the District’s Master Plan and the District has sufficient supplies to meet the 
Project’s demand.  Because the Project would not require or result in the 
construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
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construction of which would cause significant environmental effects, Project 
impacts would be less than significant. 

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

N.1-1 Installation of Point-of-use water heaters, recirculating hot water 
systems and hot water pipe insulation.  Use of these systems reduces 
the waiting time for hot water, thereby minimizing water waste.  
These practices also save energy needed to heat the water. 

N.1-2 Installation of low-flush toilets and low-flow showerheads and 
faucets. 

N.1-3 The following water conservation measures for ongoing residential 
uses are recommended for inclusion in the Project’s CC&Rs: 

1) Use of swimming pool/spa covers for all such facilities; 

2) Use of recirculating water systems for all decorative water 
features; 

3) Use of xeriscape landscaping; and  

4) Use of rain switches which turn-off automatic sprinkler 
systems when soil moisture sensors indicate there is adequate 
soil moisture. 

N.1-4 If available, reclaimed water should be used during the site 
preparation phase to reduce fugitive dust emissions. 

N.1-5 Water pressure greater than 50 psi should be reduced to 50 psi or 
less by means of a pressure-reducing valve. 

3.16 - SOLID WASTE 

Impact: The Project would have a significant impact on solid waste services 
if the landfill serving the Project did not have sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs and/or if it would not 
comply with Federal, State and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste.  Construction activities would generate solid waste, and the Project would 
generate approximately 607 pounds of solid waste per day. 
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Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: The closest landfill to the Project Site is the 
Calabasas Landfill, located at the terminus of Lost Hills Road north of the Ventura 
Freeway, and thus it is anticipated that waste from the Project would be directed to 
that landfill.  Calabasas Landfill is expected to operate until approximately 2025 
(based on an incoming tonnage rate of 1500 tons per day), and has a maximum 
permitted daily capacity of 3,500 tons.  Project construction activities would be 
expected to generate approximately 668 tons of waste over a multi-year period, 
while  ongoing operation of the Project  would generate approximately 607 pounds 
of solid waste per day.  Because the Calabasas Landfill currently has an excess 
capacity of 1770 tons per day before it reaches its permitted limit, the Landfill has 
sufficient capacity to accommodate this additional contribution.  

Additionally, the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 
(“IWMA”), Public Resources Code sections 40000 et seq., requires local 
jurisdictions to divert at least 50 percent of their waste streams away from 
landfills.  For residential developments in unincorporated portions of Los Angeles 
County, curbside recycling has been the major program for waste reduction.  
Private companies who will provide solid waste disposal services to the Project are 
required to provide curbside collection and recycling of such items as newspapers, 
plastic, glass, aluminum and tin, and green waste.  Thus the daily quantity of solid 
waste from the Project destined for the landfill will be less than 607 pounds.   
Similarly, construction waste such as wood waste, drywall, metal, paper, and 
cardboard, are recyclable and would be diverted from the Calabasas Landfill in 
accordance with the IWMA.  These recycling activities will substantially reduce 
the quantity of solid waste from the Project that is destined for the Calabasas 
Landfill, further decreasing the effect on the Landfill’s capacity. 

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

N.3-1 The construction contractor will contract for waste disposal services 
with a company that recycles construction-related wastes. 

N.3-2 To facilitate the on-site separation and recycling of construction-
related wastes, the construction contractor will provide temporary 
waste separation bins in front of each home during construction. 

N.3-3 The applicant/developer shall make information published by the 
County regarding the curbside recycling program, as well as on-site 
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composting methods for yard waste, available to purchasers of 
dwelling units at the time of sale. 

3.17 - ELECTRICITY 

Impact: The Project would result in a significant impact to electricity 
resources or systems if it created a need for new supply facilities, distribution 
infrastructure, or capacity enhancing alterations to existing facilities, or conflicts 
with adopted energy conservation plans.  The Project would require the extension 
of existing electrical lines in the Project area to serve the site. 

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project would require the expansion of the 
electricity distribution system, but the potential impact is less than significant.  
Southern California Edison (SCE) would provide electricity to the Project Site in 
accordance with the rules and regulations set forth by the California Public 
Utilities Commission.  While electrical connection of the Project would entail the 
expansion of distribution infrastructure, this requirement will not create a 
significant impact to the physical environment because any disruption of service 
would be of short duration and extension of the lines would be within public rights 
of way.  Additionally, the Project would comply with Title 24 energy conservation 
standards for insulation, glazing, lighting, shading and water and space heating 
systems.  Thus the Project would be consistent with the County’s energy 
conservation standards and would not conflict with adopted energy conservation 
plans.   

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 

P.1-1 In the event of full or partial road closures, the Project developer 
shall employ flagmen during the construction of the electrical 
distribution system to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

P.1-2 During the design process, the Project developer shall consult with 
SCE regarding possible energy efficiency measures. 

3.18 - NATURAL GAS 

Impact: The Project would result in a significant impact to natural gas 
resources or systems if it created a need for new supply facilities, distribution 
infrastructure, or capacity enhancing alterations to existing facilities, or conflicts 
with adopted energy conservation plans.  The Project would create the demand for 
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approximately 1450 cubic feet of natural gas per day, requiring service extensions 
from the six-inch medium pressure main in Kanan Road. 

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which reduce further the less than significant environmental effects, as 
identified in the FEIR.   

Facts Supporting the Finding: In a letter dated July 15, 2003, Southern 
California Gas Company stated that it can accommodate the natural gas needs of 
the Project from existing subterranean local distribution mains consistent with 
demand projections.  Any need for service extensions to the Project Site would 
result in only temporary and minimal construction impacts.  Additionally, the 
Project would comply with Title 24 energy conservation standards and thus would 
not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.  The Project’s impacts to 
natural gas resources or utility systems would be less than significant.   

These less than significant effects are clarified and/or further reduced with the 
adoption of the following feasible mitigation measures: 
 

P.2-1 Prior to the start of construction, the proposed Project’s energy 
engineer shall consult with SCG for an energy analysis regarding 
efficiency and conservation measures. 

P.2-2 The Project developer shall hire flagmen to facilitate traffic flow 
during installation of the natural gas main extensions. 

SECTION 4.0 -  FINDING REGARDING POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT HAVE BEEN 
MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT 

 
All FEIR mitigation measures (as set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan – attached as Exhibit A to these findings) have been incorporated 
by reference into the conditions of approval for the Project.  These mitigation 
measures and conditions of approval will result in a substantial mitigation of the 
effects of the Project such that the effects are not significant or have been 
mitigated to a level of less than significant. 
 
 
4.1 - GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS (GRADING) 
 
Impact: Portions of the Project Site are subject to debris flows that tend to 
occur in hollows and swales due to the concentrated accumulations of surficial 
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materials and channeling of runoff during major storms.  Portions of the site also 
are subject to boulder roll, particularly during earthquakes or heavy storms.  
 
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 
 
Facts Supporting the Finding: The potential for debris flow is significant and 
mitigation is required.  Among the methods of debris flow mitigation most 
suitable for the Project Site is the possible use of J-walls, catchment fills and/or 
impact walls.  Although some debris production, particularly after burns, may be 
anticipated, remedial methods are available to adequately and feasibly reduce 
hazards below the subject natural slopes.  Similarly, boulder roll is a potentially 
significant impact that requires mitigation.  Mitigation would take the form of 
catchment fences founded in bedrock placed strategically on the natural slopes. 
 
The potentially significant impacts identified in the FEIR are mitigated to a less 
than significant level with the adoption of feasible Mitigation Measures A-1 
through A-13, set forth at Section 3.1, above. 
 
4.2 - AIR QUALITY 

Impact: The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
states in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook that any projects within the South Coast 
Air Basin with daily emissions of reactive organic compounds or Gases (ROCs or 
ROGs) that exceed certain thresholds should be considered as having an 
individually significant air quality impact.  Construction-related impacts include 
ROG emissions from paint application in excess of SCAQMD thresholds.  

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: Air quality impacts from construction emissions 
of ROG during application of paint and architectural coatings can be reduced by 
lengthening the period of time over which they are applied to 1.3 months.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures C-15 through C-19 will reduce ROG 
emissions to below the 75 pounds per day SCAQMD threshold, resulting in less 
than significant impacts.  Those Mitigation Measures include use of pre-coated 
building materials, lower volatility paint, the use of high pressure low-volume 
paint applicators and would require that paint application be spread out over 1.3 
months. 
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The potentially significant impacts identified in the FEIR are mitigated to a less 
than significant level with the adoption of the following feasible mitigation 
measures: 
 

C-15 Pre-coated building materials shall be used. 

C-16 High pressure-low volume (HPLV) paint applicators with a 50% 
efficiency shall be used. 

C-17 Lower volatility paint with 100 grams of ROG per liter or less shall 
be used 

C-18 Paint application shall be spread out over a longer period of time 
(1.3 months).  

C-19 No more than 100 gallons of paint per day shall be used. 

4.3 - NOISE 

Impact: Exterior noise levels at residences along Kanan Road with a 
complete line-of-sight as far as 310 feet from the roadway centerline may exceed 
the 65 dB CNEL threshold, requiring mitigation to meet both exterior and interior 
standards.   

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: Homes that may require upgraded acoustical 
treatments are those having windows within 310 feet of Kanan Road under direct 
line-of-sight conditions.  Structural noise mitigation requirements range from 21-
26 dB for affected homes.  Use of “standard” dual-paned windows, in conjunction 
with central air conditioning to allow for window closure, would allow the interior 
noise standard to be met. 

The potentially significant impacts identified in the FEIR are mitigated to a less 
than significant level with the adoption of the following feasible mitigation 
measures: 
 

H-5 For proposed residences located along Kanan Road where exterior 
noise levels exceed 65 dB CNEL, sound barriers shall be provided as 
follows:  

• A 5 foot high rear and side yard noise wall shall be provided 
for any patio space at Lots 29 32, 39 41, and 52 53.   
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• A 6 foot high barrier for rear and side yards shall be provided 
at Lots 43 and 54.   

• Sound barriers shall be concrete masonry block, transparent 
plastic or glass, or some combination thereof with a 
combined area density of 3.5 pounds per square foot. 

H-6 The following interior noise mitigation measures shall be provided 
for all residence facades within 310 feet of the Kanan Road 
centerline under line of-sight conditions: 

• Upstairs facades shall have dual-paned windows in all livable 
space with a minimum sound rating of STC=26 or higher. 

• All homes shall be provided with central air conditioning 
systems. 

4.4 - FIRE PROTECTION 

Impact: The addition of 61 homes into previously uninhabited areas 
increases the potential for wildfire starts in this very high fire hazard zone, 
increasing the need for fire protection and emergency services in the area.   

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project has been designed to minimize fire 
hazards by, for example: concentrating residential enclaves on the Project Site’s 
gentler slopes and avoiding the steeper slopes where wildfires will burn more 
rapidly and are more difficult to reach; locating the residential enclaves close to 
public highways to facilitate emergency access and evacuation; and locating the 
Project adjacent to an existing fire station, where the estimated emergency 
response time to the Project Site would be within five minutes of initial 
notification.  The Project’s water service improvements also would meet Fire 
Department requirements to service fire safety needs, and the Project includes a 
fuel modification program to create a buffer between residences and surrounding 
natural vegetation.  Mitigation still is required, however, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance criteria.  Mitigation 
measures include all weather access, a fuel modification plan, fire sprinkler 
systems in residences, and payment of a Developer Fee.   
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The potentially significant impacts identified in the FEIR are mitigated to a less 
than significant level with the adoption of the following feasible mitigation 
measures: 
 

M.1-1 Access shall comply with Title 21 (County of Los Angeles 
Subdivision Code) and Section 902 of the Fire Code, which requires 
all weather access.  All weather access may require paving. 

M.1-2 A fuel modification plan, landscape plan, and an irrigation plan shall 
be submitted to the Fire Department and approved prior to final map 
clearance. 

M.1-3 Prior to occupancy, the Project applicant/developer shall provide 
Fire Department approved street signs and access numbers. 

M.1-4 Project shall comply with all applicable code and ordinance 
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows, fire 
hydrants, brush clearance, and fuel modification. 

M.1-5 Fire sprinkler systems shall be installed in all residential structures. 

M.1-6 The project shall provide water system improvements as required by 
the Preliminary Water System Design Report prepared by the Las 
Virgenes Municipal Water District. 

M.1-7 The Project applicant/developer shall pay a Developer Fee on 
Construction (at the rate prevailing at the time of building permit 
issuance) for future capital improvements of the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department. 

4.5 - PARKS AND RECREATION 

Impact: The Project would have a significant impact on parks and 
recreational facilities if it would result in a substantial adverse physical impact 
associated with the need to provide new or physically altered facilities in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios of other performance objectives, or would 
increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur.  
By adding permanent residents to the area, the Project will increase the demand 
for and use of parks and recreational facilities. 

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental 
effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 
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Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project’s residents would increase the 
demand for parks and recreation services in the vicinity of the Project Site, and 
particularly in the City of Agoura Hills.  That City currently is deficient in parks 
and recreational facilities, so that any additional demand could have an adverse 
effect.  The developer would be required to pay Quimby fees to the Los Angeles 
County Department of Parks and Recreation to be used to develop new 
neighborhood or community parks or recreational facilities to serve the 
subdivision.  The County is required to use the Quimby fees to develop new 
neighborhood facilities to serve the area, thus payment of those fees will reduce 
the Project’s impacts on both the City of Agoura Hills facilities, and County parks 
and recreational facilities, to a less than significant level. 

 

SECTION 5.0 - FINDING REGARDING POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT 
FEASIBLY BE MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT 

 
The County has determined that, although FEIR mitigation measures, design 
features included as part of the Project, and conditions of approval imposed on the 
Project will provide a substantial mitigation of the following effects, these effects 
cannot be feasibly or effectively mitigated to a less than significant level.  
Consequently, in accordance with Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations has been prepared (Section 10) to 
substantiate the County’s decision to accept these unavoidable substantial, adverse 
environmental effects because of the benefits afforded by the Project. 
 
5.1 - AIR QUALITY 
 
Impact: While most of the pollutant emissions from the Project would be 
below the applicable thresholds, the NOx threshold will be exceeded during 
construction as a result of diesel exhaust from the grading equipment.  
 
Findings:   
 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR.   

2. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations for the provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
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infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
FEIR. 

Facts Supporting the Findings: Minor amounts of emissions reductions can be 
achieved by low-NOx tune-ups and by replacement of some internal combustion 
equipment with electrical (line-powered) systems.  The FEIR imposes several 
feasible mitigation measures, but these measures only achieve a 10-20 percent 
reduction in emissions, and no other feasible mitigation measures are available to 
reduce the NOx emissions to a level of insignificance.  Therefore, the short-term 
construction impact from NOx emissions is considered to be significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
The following mitigation measures will reduce but not eliminate the Project’s 
significant construction activities air quality impacts: 
 

C-8 As a condition of the grading contract, the grading contractor shall 
be required to provide 90-day low-NOx tune-ups for all off-road 
equipment. 

C-9 As a condition of the grading contract, the grading contractor shall 
be required to limit idling times for trucks and heavy equipment to 
no more 5 minutes. 

5.2 - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact: The Project is introducing development into currently undeveloped 
open space, which will result in loss of habitat.   

Findings:  

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 
into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR.   

2. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations for the provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in 
the FEIR. 

Facts Supporting the Findings:  As discussed in Section 3.6 above, impacts to 
biological resources have been avoided or mitigated to less than significant in 
virtually all respects.  Nevertheless, the Project will be introducing development 
into currently undeveloped open space.  Consequently, some loss of habitat is 
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inevitable and thus biological impacts from the Project are considered to be 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Mitigation measures F-1 through F-15, set forth at Section 3.6 above, will reduce 
but not eliminate the Project’s significant biological impacts. 
 
5.3 - NOISE 
 
Significant Impact:   Construction noise from possible blasting to excavate hard-
rock formations and from rock crushing would exceed the 75 dB performance 
standard. 
 
Findings: 
  

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR.   

 
2. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 

considerations, including considerations for the provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
FEIR. 

 
Facts Supporting the Findings: The FEIR considers the short-term 
construction-related noise from construction activities, based on a worst-case 
scenario, including noise from grading equipment, noise from possible blasting to 
excavate hard-rock formations and noise from rock crushing.  Some of these 
activities would exceed the 75 dB performance standard, and although Mitigation 
Measures H-1 through H-4 will reduce the noise impacts from grading the 
building pads to a less than significant level, the noise impacts from grading the 
contour/manufactured slopes or from blasting or rock crushing cannot be avoided 
or mitigated to a level of insignificance.  Therefore, these short-term construction 
noise impacts are considered to be an unavoidable and significant.    
 
The following mitigation measures will reduce but not eliminate the proposed 
Project’s significant construction short-term noise activities impacts: 
 

H-1 Grading and construction contractors shall comply with the Los 
Angeles County Noise Ordinance Section 12.08.440, which limits 
allowable hours of construction activities and prohibits the creation 
of any excessively loud, unnecessary or unusual equipment noise.   
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H-2 Where grading for elevated building pads would be conducted 
within 300 feet of an existing residence, temporary noise barriers 
shall be erected.   

H-3 Drilling for the placement of explosives for rock fracture blasting 
within 500 feet of any residence backyard, patio, etc., under a clear 
line of-sight, shall require construction of a temporary 10 foot high 
earthen berm or a 12 foot high framework with suspended sound 
blankets (rated at STC=25 or higher) that interrupts such a line of-
sight. 

H-4 If on-site crushing is conducted, a noise-control plan shall be 
submitted and approved by the Los Angeles County Department of 
Health Services staff outlining crusher placement, noise protection 
and any periodic equipment relocation to stay within the less 
stringent “mobile source” noise limits. 

H-7 Residents located closer than 255 feet to the blast center shall be 
notified as to time and place of blasting, and blasting shall not occur 
within 70 feet of any occupied residence to avoid any possible ‘very 
unpleasant’ reactions.  All notices shall be given to residents at least 
48 hours prior to blasting. 

5.4 - VISUAL QUALITIES 

Significant Impact: Portions of the proposed development are adjacent to and 
visible from Kanan Road, a scenic route, and from Cornell Road, a route with 
scenic qualities.   

Findings:  

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR.   

2. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations for the provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
FEIR. 

 
Facts Supporting the Findings: Portions of the proposed development are 
adjacent to and visible from Kanan Road, a scenic route, and from Cornell Road, a 
route with scenic qualities.  The scenic locations include scenic vistas of Ladyface 
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Mountain and nearby undeveloped hillsides, Medea Creek and its valley, and the 
steep and complex topography of the interior mountains that form a visual 
backdrop for the Project Site.  The Project design clusters dwellings to minimize 
impacts on views of Ladyface Mountain and other visual resources.  Additionally, 
proposed home locations are in the low-land areas or at the base of Ladyface 
Mountain, and will not impede views of the mountain’s peaks or major slopes.  
Ladyface Mountain will continue to stand 1,120 vertical feet above the Project, 
and will be visible from most areas in the vicinity of the Project.  Portions of the 
new residential development nevertheless would be visible from both northbound 
and southbound traffic along both Kanan and Cornell Roads.  

In addition to those Project features noted above, the Project would minimize 
visual quality impacts by limiting the total number of homes on the Project Site to 
61; limiting retaining wall heights to no more than 10 feet (with one exception where 
a wall on the north side of Lots 1-4 reaches a height of 17 feet for a span of 
approximately 140 feet); and limiting fill slopes to a maximum of 30 feet and cut 
slopes to a maximum of 40 feet except for a very small section between lot 57 and 58    
where the cut slope will be 50 feet.  .  

The retention of the secondary ridgeline in the central portion of the Project Site, on 
the west side of Kanan Road, would break up the “massing” of homes in that area 
and would help to create the appearance of a smaller project.  The Project design 
incorporates variable gradient slopes ascending to the building pads for a more 
natural, contour graded effect in the area.  On the east side of Cornell Road, the 
Project would develop only 10 homes (within SEA No. 6).  Eight of the single-
family lots east of Cornell Road are proposed to be semi-custom or custom home 
lots within a gated neighborhood; two single-family lots will take access directly 
from Cornell Road south of the existing fire station.  The Project eliminates the 
“E” Street cul-de-sac that in earlier project designs had caused fragmentation of 
the SEA, instead concentrating development adjacent to Cornell Road in order to 
minimize impacts to the SEA.  Nevertheless, residual impacts resulting from the 
conversion of undeveloped hillsides to a residential setting would remain 
unavoidable and significant. 

The following mitigation measures will reduce but not eliminate the Project’s 
significant visual impacts: 
 

I-1 The Project applicant/developer/builder shall prepare and implement 
a Landscape Plan that provides planting and maintenance guidance 
for common landscaped areas, slopes, and undeveloped building 
pads.  The Project applicant/developer/builder shall be responsible 
for the Plan's implementation until such time as a homeowners’ 
association is prepared to take over landscape maintenance 
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responsibilities.  The Landscape Plan shall be subject to the review 
and approval by the Los Angeles County Departments of Public 
Works and Regional Planning, as well as SEATAC, prior to issuance 
of the grading permit.  To ensure its implementation, the Landscape 
Plan shall be incorporated into the Project's Conditions, Covenants, 
and Restrictions (CC&Rs).  Major features of the landscape plan 
shall include: 

1) A listing of plant species appropriate for use for both 
temporary slope stabilization purposes and long-term 
landscaping designs for common slope and private yard areas.  
The plan shall emphasize the use of drought-tolerant, fire 
retardant, native plant species.  Only non-invasive non-native 
plant species shall be included in the listing of acceptable 
planting materials.  In addition, wherever practical, plants 
which are relatively pest resistant and which require a 
minimum of added nutrients shall be utilized in landscaping; 

2) Requirements that all proposed private residential landscape 
plans conform to the Project’s landscape plan requirements 
for plant material selection, irrigation systems, and the use of 
pesticides, herbicides, rodenticides and fertilizers; 

3) Retention of a landscape contractor thoroughly familiar with 
the provisions of the Landscape Plan, by the Project’s 
homeowners’ association, for ongoing implementation of the 
Landscape Plan; and 

4) Preservation and protection of existing trees and shrubs, 
wherever possible. Procedures for the care and maintenance 
of native trees retained on private properties shall be 
specified. 

I-2 All public utilities shall be situated underground. 

I-3 Where feasible, drainage devices (terrace drains, benches and 
intervening terraces) visible from surrounding areas shall be bermed, 
constructed of natural or natural-appearing materials, such as riprap, 
and placed in swales. 

I-4 Concrete drains and all other drainage devices shall be tinted with an 
appropriate earth tone to effectively conceal them from surrounding 
views. 
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SECTION 6.0 - FINDING REGARDING CUMULATIVE ENVIRON-
MENTAL EFFECTS THAT ARE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT 

Pursuant to Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, the following findings and 
statements of fact identify potentially significant cumulative impacts discussed in 
the FEIR and the Project’s incremental contribution to the impact. For the 
following potentially significant cumulative impacts categories, the Project’s 
incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable.  

SECTION 6.1 - NOISE 

Impact: The combined effect of the Project-related traffic, continuing 
development, and the related projects will increase noise levels.   

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on noise levels is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on noise is not cumulatively considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Findings: The maximum cumulative noise level increase 
from the Project (ambient growth plus the Project plus related projects) is 0.7 dB 
above existing conditions.  This increase would occur along Kanan Road, between 
Agoura and Cornell Roads.  Since a 3-dB increase is the threshold for a noticeable 
change in the noise environment, the cumulative impact is considered adverse, but 
less than significant.  The Project contribution to this cumulative increase is 0.2 
dB, which is not detectable, and therefore not cumulatively considerable.  Noise 
impacts from the Project would thus be cumulatively less than significant.  

SECTION 6.2 - GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS (GRADING) 

Impact: Development of the Project in conjunction with the related projects 
would result in further grading/landform alteration in this portion of the Santa 
Monica Mountains, and could cumulatively expose people or structures to 
hazardous geotechnical conditions. 

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on grading is less than significant, 
and its incremental effect on grading is not cumulatively considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Findings: Most of the related projects are sufficiently far 
from the Project to avoid any cumulative geotechnical hazards.  One or two related 
projects would be located in close proximity to the Project.  Because there would 
be no combining of grading areas and open space would separate the projects, 
however, grading activities on the related project sites would not likely adversely 
affect the Project.  Any potential geotechnical hazards posed by the related 
projects also would be identified and mitigated through the development review 
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process and grading and building ordinances.  Thus cumulative impacts are less 
than significant.  

SECTION 6.3 - SEISMICITY 

Impact: Development of the Project would result in further exposure of 
persons and structures to potential seismic hazardous in this portion of the Santa 
Monica Mountains. 

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on seismic hazards is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on seismic hazards is not cumulatively 
considerable 

Facts Supporting the Findings: Cumulative impacts are less than significant 
because the related projects are located far enough away from the Project such that 
there would be no potential to combine with the Project to cumulatively expose 
people or structures to hazardous geotechnical conditions.  The proposed grading 
is stable and meets or exceeds minimum safety standards in both static and 
earthquake conditions.  Finally, the geotechnical reports of the Project indicate 
that the Project Site and the surrounding area are not more susceptible to seismic 
hazards than other locations in the region.   

SECTION 6.4 – AIR QUALITY 

Impact: The Project in combination with emissions from the related projects 
could result in regional air quality impacts. 

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on air quality is less than significant, 
and its incremental effect on air quality is not cumulatively considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Findings: Because the Project represents a very small 
fraction of anticipated regional growth, its incremental contribution to regional air 
quality is not cumulatively considerable.  The Project is consistent with the 
forecast demand for residential opportunities in the Regional Comprehensive Plan 
and thus will not delay timely attainment of the federal ozone standard.  The 
microscale analysis of CO impacts indicates that the worst-case combination of 
maximum local plus regional CO levels would not exceed the California one-hour 
standard of 20 ppm.  Consequently, cumulative air quality impacts from the 
Project are less than significant.   

SECTION 6.5 – VISUAL QUALITIES 

Impacts: The Project, in combination with the related projects, could have a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources, 
or substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the area. 
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Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on visual qualities is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on visual qualities is not cumulatively 
considerable 

Facts Supporting the Findings: There are no related projects close enough to 
the Project Site to have a measurable, direct cumulative visual quality impact at 
the Project Site.  Most of the related projects are located along the Ventura 
Freeway Corridor, an area that is experiencing rapid growth.  The nearest related 
projects are located at the intersection of Agoura and Kanan Roads, and there are 
no direct lines–of-sight between these developments and the Project Site.  To the 
south, the nearest related project is the development of five single family lots on 
Kanan Road, but again there are no direct lines-of-sight between this related 
project and the Project.  Thus these related projects would not combine with the 
Project to create a loss of scenic vistas, damage to scenic resources, and/or 
alteration of existing visual character.  All the other related projects are even 
farther away from the Project Site, and would not combine with the Project to 
create cumulative visual quality impacts.  Therefore, cumulative visual quality 
impacts would be less than significant. 

SECTION 6.6 - LIGHT AND GLARE 

Impacts: The Project, in conjunction with the related projects, could have a 
measurable, direct cumulative night lighting impact at the Project Site. 

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on light and glare is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on light and glare is not cumulatively 
considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Findings: There are no related projects near enough to the 
Project to have a measurable, direct cumulative night lighting impact at the Project 
Site.  Therefore, cumulative light and glare impacts would be less than significant.  

SECTION 6.7 – LAND USE COMPATIBILITY 

Impacts: Cumulative land use impacts could occur if other related projects in 
the vicinity of the Project Site would result in land use impacts in conjunction with 
the Project.   

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on land use compatibility is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on land use is not cumulatively considerable. 

Facts in Support of Findings: Related projects 1 through 23 are located within 
the City of Agoura Hills and include a variety of residential, commercial, and 
institutional uses.  These related projects have been or would be subject to the City 
of Agoura Hills environmental review and regulations, a process comparable to 
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that required of the Project.  Related projects 24 through 26 are located within 
unincorporated Los Angeles County and similarly would be subject to the 
County’s development standards and environmental review.  Additionally, these 
26 related projects do or would have to conform to the zoning and land use 
designations for each site.  With the exception of related project 26, which 
involves single family lots, all of the relate projects are located in urbanizing areas 
along the US 101 Freeway corridor and could be considered “infill” developments.  
Finally, neither the development of the related projects nor the Project would 
physically divide an established community nor conflict with any applicable land 
use plan, policy, regulation, habitat conservation or natural community 
conservation plan.  Therefore, the related projects, in combination with the 
Project, would not result in any cumulatively significant land use impacts.   

SECTION 6.8 - TRAFFIC AND ACCESS 

Impact: The Project may cumulatively impact the intersections of Kanan 
Road at Canwood Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Road. 

Finding: The Project’s cumulative effect on traffic and access is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on traffic and access is not cumulatively 
considerable.  

Facts Supporting the Finding: Traffic generated by the Project (584 vehicle 
trips) plus cumulative conditions is not expected to cause the intersections of 
Kanan Road at Canwood Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Hills to worsen from 
acceptable to unacceptable conditions, or cause an unacceptable Intersection 
Capacity Utilization (ICU) to increase by 0.02 or more.  The Project impact on 
cumulative conditions is 0.000 ICU for the A.M. peak hour at Kanan Road at 
Canwood Street, and 0.001 ICU for that intersection at the P.M. peak hour.  The 
Project impact on Kanan Road at Agoura Hills is 0.009 ICU during the A.M. peak 
hour and 0.013 ICU during the P.M. peak hour.  Consequently, the Project is not 
expected to exceed the applicable thresholds of significance at either of the study 
intersections under existing conditions plus growth plus project conditions.   

SECTION 6.9 - SHERIFF SERVICES 

Impact: Development of the Project in conjunction with the related projects 
would increase the demand for Sheriff’s protection services. 

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on Sheriff’s services is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on Sheriff’s services is not cumulatively 
considerable.  
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Facts Supporting Finding: The related projects in combination with the Project 
would generate approximately 1,716 residents, requiring less than one officer to 
maintain current police protection service levels at the ratio of one officer per 
2,422 residents.  The addition of less than one officer would not likely require new 
or physically altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts.  Cumulative impacts also are less than significant due to 
the Project’s provision of adequate emergency access to and evacuation of the 
Project Site, night lighting sufficient for security and identification purposes, and 
the crime prevention design features of the Project such as clustering of homes 
which enhances the opportunities for mutual surveillance and limits opportunities 
for concealing criminal activities.  The Project design also takes advantage of the 
steep natural terrain, which further restricts public access to the residential 
enclaves.    

6.10 - LIBRARIES 
 
Impact: Implementation of the Project in combination with the related 
projects would further increase demand for the library services at the Agoura Hills 
Library, Westlake Village Library, and Las Virgenes Bookmobile by increasing 
the number of employees, customers, and residents in the vicinity of the Project 
Site. 
 
Finding: The Project’s cumulative effect on Libraries is less than significant, 
and its incremental effect on Libraries is not cumulatively considerable.  

Facts Supporting the Finding: Overall, the Project and related projects would 
generate a need for approximately 2,261.5 square feet of additional library space.  
This represents approximately 1/5 the amount of space in the Westlake Village 
Library.  Due to its relatively small size, it is unlikely as the DEIR concludes that 
either a 2,261.5 square foot addition to an existing library or the construction of a 
new 2,261.5 square foot library would result in any significant environmental 
impacts.  Therefore, cumulative impacts to libraries would not be expected to be 
significant.  Additionally, the Project applicant would be required to pay the 
Library Facilities Mitigation Fee at the prevailing rate per dwelling unit at the time 
of issuance of the building permit, as set forth in Section 22.42.030 of the Los 
Angeles County Code, to off-set its fair-share impact on library facilities.  On this 
basis, the Project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would be rendered less 
than cumulatively considerable, and as such, is not significant. 

SECTION 6.11 - WATER  

Impact: The Project in combination with the related projects would increase 
the demand for water services. 
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Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on water utilities is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on water utilities is not cumulatively 
considerable.  

Facts Supporting the Findings: Based on a review of the Los Angeles County 
Development Monitoring System (DMS), the Las Virgenes Municipal Water 
District has adequate potable water supplies to serve all of the existing, recorded, 
approved, and pending projects (including the Project) within the District’s service 
area.  Thus the Project’s cumulative impacts are less than significant.  

SECTION 6.12 – SEWERAGE 

Impact: The Project in combination with the related projects would increase 
the demand on the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District Tapia Water 
Reclamation Facility.   

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on sewerage facilities is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on sewerage facilities is not cumulatively 
considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Findings:   Based on the Los Angeles County Development 
Monitoring System (DMS) analysis, there is adequate sewage treatment capacity 
at the Tapia Treatment Plant to accommodate all of the existing, recorded, 
approved, and pending projects (including the proposed project) within the Las 
Virgenes Municipal Water District’s service area.  Consequently, the cumulative 
impact will be less than significant. 

SECTION 6.13 - SOLID WASTE 

Impact: The Project in combination with the related projects would generate 
a cumulative total of less than 4.6 tons per day on an on-going basis.  Construction 
of the related projects also would contribute to cumulative solid waste impacts, 
although during relatively short periods of time only.   

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on solid waste disposal facilities is 
less than significant, and its incremental effect on solid waste disposal facilities is 
not cumulatively considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Findings: The Calabasas Landfill has the capacity to 
accommodate waste generated by the Project in combination with related projects 
– approximately 4.6 tons per day on an ongoing basis.  With a remaining daily 
capacity of approximately 1770 tons, cumulative impacts to the Landfill are less 
than significant.  The related projects also would be subject to the requirements of 
the California Integrated Waste Management Act, which requires local 
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jurisdictions to divert 50 percent of the solid waste generated through waste 
reduction, recycling and/or composting.   

SECTION 6.14 - ELECTRICAL SERVICES 

Impact: Development of the Project in conjunction with the related projects 
would increase the demand for electricity. 

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on electricity supply is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on electricity supply is not cumulatively 
considerable.  

Facts Supporting the Findings: Estimated electricity consumption by the related 
projects in combination with the Project would be less than 44,344 kwH per day. 
SCE has stated that no adverse cumulative impacts related to electricity supply 
would occur in the Project area.  All related projects would have to comply with 
Title 24 energy conservation standards, reducing the demand.  New distribution 
lines, if needed, would be placed underground and any necessary expansion of 
supply or distribution infrastructure resulting from related projects would be 
performed with minimum interruption to existing customers.  Thus the Project will 
have less than significant cumulative impacts. 

SECTION 6.15 - NATURAL GAS 

Impact: Implementation of the Project in combination with the related 
projects would increase the demand for natural gas. 

Findings: The Project’s cumulative effect on natural gas supply is less than 
significant, and its incremental effect on natural gas supply is not cumulatively 
considerable.  

Facts Supporting the Findings: The cumulative net increase of natural gas 
consumption is estimated to be less than 158.339 cubic feet per day.  The Gas 
Company has stated that its demand projections have allowed for the additional 
load/demand of the Project and well as the related projects, and thus cumulative 
impacts to natural gas services would be less than significant. 

SECTION 7.0 - CUMULATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT 
ARE MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT 

 
Pursuant to Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, the following findings and 
statements of fact identify potentially significant cumulative impacts discussed in 
the FEIR and the Project’s incremental contribution to the impact. For the 
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following potentially significant cumulative impacts categories, the Project’s 
incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable.  

7.1 - SURFACE WATER RUNOFF/HYDROLOGY 

Impact: Implementation of the Project in combination with the related 
projects would cumulatively increase the amount of impervious surface area, and 
landform and drainage pattern alterations in the Medea Creek watershed.   

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
cumulative environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR.  
The Project’s incremental effect on surface water runoff/hydrology is not 
cumulatively considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: Due to the combined effect of a debris basin 
and the increased opportunities for on-site storm water infiltration, the peak runoff 
from the developed Project Site would be less than from the undeveloped site.  As 
a result, the Project’s contribution to the peak cumulative flow would be less than 
significant.  Additionally, Project Site generated flow amounts to only 1.2 percent 
of the total cumulative flow reaching Malibou Lake.  Since that flow would not 
increase as a result of the Project, its contribution to downstream conditions would 
be cumulatively insignificant. 

7.2 - WATER QUALITY 

Impact: Given the existing degraded water quality in the Greater Medea 
Creek watershed, the introduction of additional urban pollutants into the system by 
the Project in combination with the related projects would further contribute to the 
existing degraded water quality problem, resulting in a significant cumulative 
impact.   

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
cumulative environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 
The Project’s incremental effect on water quality is not cumulatively considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project’s compliance with the required 
water quality control programs such as development of BMPs to control 
stormwater discharges, and implementation of Mitigation Measures E-24 and E-
25, along with project design elements described in Measure E-26, would be 
sufficient to reduce the Project’s incremental impact to a less than significant 
level.  Also, the Project’s development area of 27.39 acres represents less than 0.3 
percent of the entire Medea Creek watershed above Malibou Lake and less than 
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0.08 percent of the watershed above Malibu Lagoon. Because the Project’s 
development area makes up such a relatively small portion of all the sources of 
water degradation within the entire watershed, its incremental contribution is not 
cumulatively considerable.   

The potential significant cumulative effects identified in the FEIR are mitigated to 
a less than significant level with the adoption of the following feasible mitigation 
measures: 
 

E-24 A weekly program of roadway and driveway sweeping shall be 
implemented by the Project applicant/developer/builder.  As 
required by the Project’s CC&Rs, this program shall become the on-
going responsibility of the home owners’ association upon its 
establishment. 

E-25 The Project applicant/developer/builder shall prepare and implement 
a Master Landscape Plan that provides planting and maintenance 
guidance for common landscaped areas and undeveloped building 
pads.  The Plan shall specify procedures for the proper use, handling, 
and storage of pesticides, herbicides, rodenticides, and insecticides 
to prevent the mixing of such materials with storm waters.  The 
Project applicant/developer/builder or the home owners’ association 
shall provide the above information to each new home purchaser. 

E-26 The Project applicant/developer/builder shall construct two separate 
storm water conveyance systems: one system shall collect all 
stormwater runoff from the 48.6 acres of development on-site and 
one system will collect stormwater runoff from the naturally 
vegetated areas surrounding property. Both stormwater systems will 
drain into Medea Creek.  The storm drain system for the developed 
portion of the Project Site shall contain permanent BMPs designed 
according to Los Angeles County SUSMP requirements.  These 
BMPs will include, at a minimum, three storm drain clarifiers and 
one filtration inlet, which will capture and treat the “first flush” 
stormwater runoff from the entire developed Project Site.  The storm 
drain system for the naturally vegetated areas will include a desilting 
basin to capture debris and silt from stormwater runoff prior to 
entering Medea Creek.  All Project water quality BMPs will be 
maintained by the home owners’ association.   

7.3 - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact: Project implementation would contribute to the regional loss of open 
space. 
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Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
cumulative environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 
The Project’s incremental effect on biological resources is not cumulatively 
considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: Existing development already restricts on-site 
wildlife movement, specifically to the north and east by Kanan and Cornell Roads.  
East-west movement across the center of the Project Site is moderately restricted 
by Kanan and Cornell Roads and by previous development along Cornell Road.  
Ongoing development along the 101 Freeway corridor further restricts north-south 
movement.  Although the Project will contribute to further restrictions of wildlife 
movement, the Project’s incremental effect is less than cumulatively significant 
because the Project is specifically designed to reduce impediments to wildlife 
movement by providing open space between developed areas to ensure east-west 
movement, and by providing vertical and horizontal separation between the lots 
closest to Medea Creek.  These Project elements, in combination with the 
extensive open space preserved on the Project Site, minimize impacts to wildlife 
movement, including migratory species. 

The Project also would contribute to cumulative impacts to natural vegetation 
communities and native trees.  Implementation of mitigation measures F-1 through 
F-15, however, would reduce these impacts to less than significant.  Finally, 
cumulative impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya 
are less than significant because all direct impacts have been avoided and the site 
is not listed as critical habitat for Lyon’s pentachaeta.  Other sensitive species are 
located entirely outside the Project’s development footprint and thus would not be 
affected by Project implementation. 

The potential significant cumulative effects identified in the FEIR are mitigated to 
a less than significant level with the adoption of Mitigation Measures F-1 through 
F-16, set forth above at section 3.6. 
 

7.4 - CULTURAL RESOURCES   

Impact: Development of the Project in conjunction with the related projects 
would result in further development of residential, commercial, and institutional 
uses in the surrounding areas of unincorporated Agoura and the City of Agoura 
Hills.  There is a potential that one or more of the related projects might encounter 
archaeological resources during the course of development. 

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
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cumulative environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 
The Project’s incremental effect on cultural resources is not cumulatively 
considerable.  

Facts Supporting the Finding: The significance of cumulative impacts to 
archaeological resources is determined not by the frequency of an encounter but 
by the nature of the encounter, and more specifically its scientific significance.  
The mere fact of an encounter does not imply an adverse impact.  With 
appropriate mitigation, such an encounter may lead to the recovery of 
scientifically highly important remains that would not even have been exposed 
without these activities.  Thus, it is unlikely that there would be a significant 
adverse cumulative impact to archaeological resources.  The mitigation measures 
recommended for the Project would be sufficient to reduce its potential 
incremental impact to a less than significant level.   

The potential significant cumulative effects identified in the FEIR are mitigated to 
a less than significant level with the adoption of the following feasible mitigation 
measures:   

G-1 All excavation and grading shall be monitored by an archaeological 
monitoring team, consisting of one archaeologist and one Chumash 
archaeological consultant, if available.   

G-2 In the event that subsurface archaeological remains are uncovered, 
construction in the area of the find shall be temporarily halted until 
the deposit has been adequately evaluated.  If recognizable features 
are encountered they shall be subjected to rapid but professional 
excavation.  Arrangements shall be made to curate all appropriate 
artifacts at the National Park Service’s curatorial facility in the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, or another 
Smithsonian Institution approved curatorial facility. After the find 
has been evaluated, and appropriate mitigation measures 
implemented to the satisfaction of DRP, construction may resume.   

G-3 If human remains are encountered, the Coroner shall be contacted 
immediately, and proper legal procedures shall be followed to 
determine the disposition of the remains. 

7.5 - FIRE SERVICES 
 
Impact: A significant cumulative impact would occur if the combined 
demand for fire protection services generated by the Project and the related 
projects would result in the provision of new or physically altered Fire Department 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts.   
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Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
cumulative environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 
The Project’s incremental effect on fire services is not cumulatively considerable. 
 

Facts Supporting the Finding: Since future Fire Station No. 89 would relocate 
existing Fire Department resources, the cumulative demand for new facilities 
would not be entirely met by this new facility.  Furthermore, the Fire Department 
has indicated that Fire Station No. 89 would not entirely eliminate the current 
deficit of fire protection services in Area 1.  Therefore, additional facilities in 
addition to future Fire Station No. 89 would still be needed to meet the cumulative 
demand.  However, the applicant would be required to pay a developer’s fee at the 
rate prevailing at the time of building permit issuance for the residential 
construction to offset its fair-share impact on Fire Department facilities.  On this 
basis, the Project’s contribution to the potentially significant cumulative impact 
would be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and, as such, is not 
significant. 

The potential significant cumulative effects identified in the FEIR are mitigated to 
a less than significant level with the adoption of the following feasible mitigation 
measures: 
 

M.1-7 The Project applicant/developer shall pay a Developer fee on 
Construction (at the rate prevailing at the time of building permit 
issuance) for future capital improvements for the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department. 

7.6 - SCHOOLS 

Impact: Because each of the schools serving the Project Site is operating 
over its total capacity, the proposed Project’s additional new students will further 
contribute to the over-enrollment within the District.  The addition of students 
generated by cumulative development would exceed the capacity of the schools 
serving the Project area.   

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
cumulative environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR. 
The Project’s incremental effect on schools is not cumulatively considerable. 
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Facts Supporting the Finding: The Project Site is located within the Las 
Virgenes Unified School District.  Schools currently serving the Project Site, their 
addresses, and approximate distance from the Project Site are:   

• Sumac Elementary School, 6050 Calmfield Avenue, Agoura 
Hills -- 1.6 miles, north; 

• Lindero Canyon Middle School, 5844 Larboard Lane, Agoura 
Hills -- 3 miles, northwest; and 

• Agoura High School, 28545 W. Driver Avenue, Agoura Hills 
-- 1.1 mile, north. 

Without mitigation, the cumulative impacts would be considered significant.  The 
Project, however, will be required to pay a fee at the rate prevailing at the time of 
building permit issuance per square foot of residential development.  Based on an 
average of 5,000 square feet, the Project developer would pay approximately 
$650,000 to the Las Virgenes Unified School District, and the final amount, 
according to Government Code Section 65996 is deemed to constitute “full and 
complete school fees mitigation.”  Payment of fees to the Las Virgenes Unified 
School District in compliance with SB50 will mitigate any potentially significant 
impacts to schools to an insignificant level.   

7.7 - PARKS AND RECREATION 

Impact: Implementation of the Project in combination with related projects 
would increase the demand for parks and recreation services by increasing the 
number of employees, customers and residents in the vicinity of the Project Site.   

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant 
cumulative environmental effects to less than significant, as identified in the FEIR.  
The Project’s incremental effect on parks and recreational facilities is not 
cumulatively considerable. 

Facts Supporting the Finding: Projected growth within the area will continue 
to increase the demand placed on parks and recreation services.  The effects of 
those projects, in conjunction with the Project, would be significant.  With 
payment of the required Quimby fees, impacts on County of Los Angeles parks 
and recreational facilities will be less than significant and mitigation measures are 
not needed.  Government Code Section 66477(a)(3) requires the County to use the 
Quimby fees to develop new neighborhood or community park or recreation 
facilities to serve the subdivision.  With the provision of these new facilities, the 

 80



Project’s impacts on City of Agoura Hills parks and recreation facilities would be 
temporary and less than significant.   

 
SECTION 8.0 - ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 
 
These findings and statements of fact regarding project alternatives and certain 
mitigation measures identified in the FEIR are set forth to comply with Section 
21002 of the Public Resources Code and Sections 15091(a)(3) and 15126.6 of the 
CEQA Guidelines.   

Alternatives to the proposed Project described in the DEIR were analyzed and 
considered.  These alternatives constitute a reasonable range of alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice.   

For the reasons set forth below, the FEIR concludes that: (1) due to specified 
economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations, each of the 
Project alternatives are infeasible; (2) will not fulfill the identified Project 
objectives; and/or (3) will not feasibly result in the avoidance or any of the 
significant or potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the 
Project.   

8.1 - ORIGINAL DEIR PROJECT 

Description: The Applicant originally proposed the development of 81 single-
family residences.  The DEIR evaluated the 81 residential-lot design, which 
included 44 lots on the west side of Kanan Road, 10 lots between Kanan and 
Cornell Roads, and 27 lots on the east side of Cornell Road.  The lots west of 
Kanan Road were proposed for a single enclave terminating in a cul-de-sac.  Lot 
sizes were proposed to range from 10,020 square feet to 33,977 square feet on the 
west side of Cornell Road, and from 21,858 square feet to 70,654 square feet on 
the east side of Cornell Road. 

Finding: This alternative was not selected because, although most of the 
Project objectives would be met, this alternative would result in:  (1) increased 
impacts to Sensitive Ecological Area (“SEA”) No. 6 (e.g., fragmentation of 
habitat, alteration of watercourse and elimination of Lyon’s pentachaeta); 
(2) direct impacts to Santa Monica Mountains dudleya plant populations; 
(3) significant visual quality impacts along Kanan Road, identified as a 
“particularly significant scenic route” by the North Area Plan; and (4) perceived 
inconsistencies with some of the goals and policies of the North Area Plan.   

Facts Supporting the Finding: The original DEIR Project proposed to develop 
20 more residential units on the Project Site than the current 61-lot Project.  Those 
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additional homes would result in greater environmental impacts generally, as well 
as specifically within SEA No. 6.  The original Project would require 21.21 acres 
of additional grading disturbance than the 61-lot Project.  By placing 17 more 
homes within the SEA as compared to the 61-lot Project, the original Project  
would require an additional 17.43 acres of grading impacts within the SEA.  By 
contrast to the 61-lot Project, the original DEIR Project would eliminate habitat of 
the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya and several small populations of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta and impact 12 watercourses, including watercourses in the SEA. 

Additionally, the 81-lot Project would have unavoidable and significant visual 
quality impacts due to the increased number of homes, additional landform 
alteration, and number and location of required retaining walls.  Further, with an 
additional 20 residences on the site, this alternative would: generate approximately 
32 percent greater traffic impacts and long-term air quality impacts from traffic; 
increase short-term air quality impacts due to greater total construction emissions; 
result in approximately 32 percent greater water quality impacts; and result in 
long-term noise impacts that would be greater than the 61-lot Project. 

County staff determined that the original 81-lot Project was generally  consistent 
with the North Area Plan land use designations, but identified several  
inconsistencies with specific North Area Plan policies and goals. In addition, 
County staff expressed concerns that the previously proposed project did not meet 
the burdens of proof required for hillside management, SEA and North Area Plan 
grading conditional use permits.  The 61-lot Project, however, addresses the 
County staff’s concerns in addition to reducing the environmental impacts to the 
SEA and generally.   

8.2 - NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Description: This alternative would retain the Project Site in its current land use, 
which in the recent past has included firewood cutting and storage, grading 
equipment storage, and fill material stockpiling.   

Finding: The No Project Alternative is not preferred because (a) it fails to 
meet the Project objectives identified in the EIR and (b) it does not provide the 
County with any of the Project benefits, including fiscal revenue to the County’s 
General Fund, preservation of conservation open space, provision of necessary 
new housing, and reduction of the flow of silt and debris into Medea Creek, 
Malibou Lake, and the Malibu Lagoon.   

Facts Supporting the Finding: Under a No Project alternative, the Project 
would not be developed, and the Project Site would remain in its current 
condition. An analysis of this alternative is required by the CEQA Guidelines.  For 
the short term, temporary uses on the Project Site could resume or continue their 
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operations.  These include firewood cutting and storage adjacent to the north side 
of Los Angeles County Fire Station No. 65 and the former grading equipment 
storage and fill material stockpiling on the lower slopes of Ladyface Mountain.  
None of the problems associated with these uses would be eliminated by the No 
Project Alternative.  Thus, for example, dust could continue to blow from soil 
stockpiles and firewood cutting areas.  Surface water quality could continue to be 
compromised by sediment transport from the soil stockpile and woodcutting areas.  
Scenic quality could continue to be affected by views of the soil stockpiles and 
firewood cutting areas. 

This alternative would eliminate most potential adverse environmental impacts 
including, in particular, the significant short term impacts on noise and air quality 
that cannot be mitigated by the Project.  However, there would be no homes built,  
no dedication of conservation open space, and no reductions in sediment load to 
Medea Creek.  By contrast, the 61-lot Project would provide homes, preserve 
approximately 287.77 acres of conservation open space, and reduce the flow of silt 
and debris into Medea Creek, which is listed as impaired for 
sedimentation/siltation under the Clean Water Act, as well as into Malibou Lake 
and Malibu Lagoon.     

The No Project Alternative is infeasible because, among other things, it (a) fails to 
meet basic Project goals for the provision of increased housing opportunities, 
(b) fails to meet the Project objectives of assuring that natural open space will be 
preserved, (c) fails to reduce impacts to Medea Creek and Malibu Lake, (d) fails to 
promote employment opportunities, (e) would result in decreased revenues 
compared to the 61-lot Project, and (f) is economically infeasible.  The No Project 
Alternative is also not preferred because this alternative fails to meet the 
objectives identified in the FEIR or provide many of the benefits as set forth in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations.   

8.3 - ALTERNATIVE 2 – LARGE LOT ALTERNATIVE  

Description: This alternative provides for the development of 53 estate/ranchettes 
on lots that average approximately 6 acres in size.  The alternative has been 
designed as an exclusive, horse-oriented community with the stabling of a total of 
106 horses.   

Finding: Alternative 2 was not selected because it (a) fails to meet County 
objectives of assuring that natural open space will be preserved by requiring 
alteration of approximately 96.6 acres of the Property, (b) would increase impacts 
to Medea Creek and Malibou Lake, (c) would result in decreased benefits to the 
County compared to the 61-lot Project, and (d) is economically infeasible.  
Alternative 2 is not preferred because it fails to meet the objectives of the 
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Applicant and the County and fails to provide some of the key benefits to the 
County set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Facts Supporting the Findings: Although a total area of 223.7 acres would be 
left undisturbed by grading activities, this alternative precludes the opportunity for 
preservation of open space, either as a public dedication or as private open space 
maintained by a homeowners association.  Instead, all undeveloped hillsides 
would be included in the individual lot ownerships and, except for deed 
restrictions that might be needed where sensitive plants exist, there would be few 
restrictions on homeowners’ rights to use their property as envisioned as part of 
this alternative.   

In addition to the loss of conservation open space provided under the 61-lot 
Project, Alternative 2 would require approximately 96.6 acres of landform 
alteration, compared to 27.39 acres for the 61-lot Project.  Alternative 2 would 
face similar geotechnical and seismicity issues and impacts as the 61-lot project; 
however, reduced density would expose fewer people and structures to 
geotechnical hazards.   Under Alternative 2, short term construction air quality 
impacts would last longer, but operational air quality impacts would be slightly 
lower than the 61-lot Project.    Neither project would mitigate NOx emissions to 
less than significant level.  Alternative 2 would have greater water quality impacts 
than the 61-lot Project. The stabling of horses would introduce manure and urine 
that could wash into Medea Creek.  In addition to this increased impact, 
Alternative 2 is not environmentally superior because it would not substantially 
lessen the 61-lot Project’s significant short-term environmental impacts associated 
with noise and air quality, or the Project’s significant biological and visual 
impacts.    

By requiring grading on approximately 96.6 acres of the Property, Alternative 2 
fails to comply with the North Area Plan’s objectives of (1) protection of natural 
environments and especially sensitive biological habitats, (2) protection of areas of 
scenic beauty and open space, and (3) preservation of undisturbed terrain in its 
natural state.   In addition, Alternative 2 does not support the County’s 
recommended design concepts of (1) concentrating development along existing 
Kanan and Cornell Roads in proximity to existing infrastructure and services and 
(2) locating the majority of development on gentler slopes.  This alternative also 
fails to comply with several project objectives stated in the DEIR, including 
minimizing grading disturbance and preserving significant acreage to be dedicated 
for conservation.  Finally, as set forth in the Financial Feasibility Analysis of EIR 
Alternatives – Triangle Ranch Memorandum by Economics Research Associates 
(“ERA Memorandum,” Appendix N in the FEIR), Alternative 2 is financially 
infeasible because the market value of this alternative as entitled land is worth less 
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than land valued as unentitled open space.  In summary, Alternative 2 is not 
preferable to the 61-lot Project. 

8.4 - ALTERNATIVE 3 – SITE PLAN WITH 81 RESIDENCES  

Description: Under this alternative, 81 residences would be developed on the 
Project Site.  However, only two residential enclaves would be developed, in 
contrast to the three enclaves planned in the original 81-lot Project.  One would be 
located west of Kanan Road and the second on the east of Cornell Road.  There 
would be no residential development between Kanan and Cornell Roads.  Instead, 
this area would be preserved as open space.  Average lot size would be slightly 
smaller in the 81-lot alternative than under the 61-lot Project and the street layout 
would be the same.  Alternative 3 would provide a second means of access on the 
west side of Kanan Road.  In order to preserve the line-of-sight for 65 mile per 
hour speeds on Kanan Road, as required by the County, the development would 
have to lay back the secondary ridge on the west side of Kanan Road, mostly on 
property not owned by the developer, thus requiring condemnation proceedings by 
the County before grading could commence.  

Finding: Alternative 3 was not selected because, while most of the Project 
objectives would be met, the alternative would result in (a) greater significant 
unmitigable short term impacts associated with air quality (NOx emissions) and 
noise due to the increased grading and timeframe for construction; (b) a significant 
adverse impact on biological resources due to the loss of habitat for Lyon’s 
pentachaeta, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya and wildlife species; and (c) a 
greater significant adverse impact on visual qualities.  

 
Facts Supporting the Findings: Alternative 3 would increase the amount of 
grading by approximately 20.41 acres compared to the 61-lot Project.   
Additionally, approximately 131,500 cubic yards of excavated hillside would have 
to be removed offsite to address line-of-site issues.  Geotechnical and seismicity 
issues and impacts would be similar to those under the 61-lot Project.  With regard 
to air quality impacts, short term air quality impacts would last slightly longer than 
the 61-lot Project due to Alternative 3’s extended grading and construction time-
frame.  As with the 61-lot Project, NOx emissions would not be mitigated to less 
than significant levels but operational air quality impacts can be mitigated to less 
than significant.  Hydrological and water quality impacts also would be similar to 
the 61-lot Project.   

Alternative 3, unlike the 61-lot Project, would have a significant impact on 
biological resources due to the loss of habitat for Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa 
Monica Dudleya and would have a significant impact on wildlife due to habitat 
removal. 
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Alternative 3 is not preferable to the 61-lot Project because it would increase the 
significant unmitigable short term impacts associated with air quality (NOx 
emissions) and noise due to the longer grading and construction time-frame.    It 
also would have significant adverse impacts on biological resources due to the loss 
of habitat for Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, on 
wildlife species due to habitat removal, and on visual qualities due to increased 
grading.  Based on the ERA Memorandum, Alternative 3 is financially feasible.  
Further, this alternative substantially complies with the Project objectives.  
Nonetheless, Alternative 3 is not preferred because it is not environmentally 
superior to the 61-lot Project, and would result in increased environmental 
impacts.   

8.5 - ALTERNATIVE 4 - SEA/REDUCED LOT PLAN 

Description: Alternative 4 would reduce the number of residences on the east side 
of Cornell Road from 27 to 12 homes, reduce the size of building pads to avoid 
impacts to the tributary drainage “M,” and eliminate the eastern extension of the 
Street “E” cul-de-sac and the eastern most lots.  Compared to the 61-lot Project, 
Alternative 4 reduces impacts to the area between Kanan and Cornell Roads by 
reducing the number of homes from 10 to six, and by single loading the homes on 
the southwest side of the access road.  This design would use the roadway to 
buffer Medea Creek from residential uses.  Alternative 4 reduces impacts to the 
west side of Kanan Road by reducing the number of homes from 44 to 26, by 
preserving the central secondary ridge on the west side on Kanan, and by 
eliminating all homes on the south side of that ridge.  In total, Alternative 4 would 
provide 44 new homes. 

Finding: Alternative 4 was not selected because it (a) fails to meet County 
objectives of protection of areas of scenic beauty and natural open space and 
preservation of undisturbed terrain in its natural state, (b) would not substantially 
lessen the Project’s significant environmental impacts associated with noise, air 
quality and visual impacts, (c) would result in decreased benefits to the County 
compared to the 61-lot Project, and (d) is economically infeasible.  Alternative 4 is 
not preferred because this alternative fails to meet the objectives of the Applicant 
and the County and fails to provide some of the key benefits to the County set 
forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations.   

Facts Supporting the Findings: When compared to the 61-lot Project, 
Alternative 4 would be faced with similar geotechnical and seismicity issues and 
impacts.  Landform alteration for this Alternative would result in a series of tall, 
west facing, cut and fill slopes which would not occur under the 61-lot Project 
because of road access.  Short term air quality impacts would be similar, although 
there would be additional NOx emissions under Alternative 4 because of the 
additional soil that would have to be excavated.  This is a significant impact that 
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cannot be mitigated.  However, because construction time would be shorter, total 
construction emissions from Alternative 4 would be less than with the 61-lot 
Project.  Operational air quality impacts also would be lower than with the 61-lot 
Project.   

Alternative 4 is not environmentally superior because it would not substantially 
lessen the 61-lot Project’s significant short-term environmental impacts associated 
with noise and air quality.  This alternative would also have significant and 
unmitigated biological and visual impacts.  In addition, Alternative 4 is not 
consistent with a number of North Area Plan objectives, including protection of 
areas of scenic beauty and natural open space and preservation of undisturbed 
terrain in its natural state.  Alternative 4 is not preferred because, among other 
things, it would not generate the same level of benefits to the County because it 
would reduce the number of new residential units created and the corresponding 
fiscal revenue for the County’s General Fund.  For the reasons set forth in the 
ERA Memorandum, Appendix N in the FEIR, Alternative 4 is also financially 
infeasible because the market value of this alternative as entitled land is worth less 
than land valued as unentitled open space.   

8.6 - ALTERNATIVE 5 – SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES AVOIDANCE 

Description: Under Alternative 5, 76 residences would be developed on the 
Project Site, 15 more than under the 61-lot Project.  A total of 38 residences would 
be located in the northern portion of the Project Site:  28 would be on the west side 
of Kanan Road and 10 would be on the east side.  A total of 19 residences would 
be located in the southern portion of the Project Site:  13 would be on the west 
side of Kanan Road and six (6) would be on the east side.  In the eastern portion of 
the Project Site, a total of 19 residences would be located on the east side of 
Cornell Road.  Each of the five residential enclaves proposed by Alternative 5 
would be served by a single means of access.  Alternative 5 has been designed to 
avoid all of the onsite populations of sensitive plant species, to the extent possible.  
For the most part, the avoidance of sensitive plant species populations is achieved 
by retaining those populations within proposed open space lots. 

Finding: Alternative 5 was not selected because it (a) fails to meet County 
objectives of protection of areas of scenic beauty and natural open space and 
preservation of undisturbed terrain in its natural state, (b) would not substantially 
lessen the Project’s significant environmental impacts associated with noise, air 
quality and visual impacts, (c) would result in decreased benefits to the County 
compared to the 61-lot Project, and (d) is economically infeasible.  Alternative 5 is 
not preferred because this alternative fails to meet the objectives of the Applicant 
and the County and fails to provide some of the key benefits to the County set 
forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations.  
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Facts Supporting the Findings: Alternative 5 would require approximately 
49.91 acres of landform alteration on the Project Site.  This represents an increase 
of 22.52 acres of grading compared to the 61-lot Project.  Alternative 5 would 
increase grading impacts within the SEA No. 6 by 15.47 acres compared to the 61-
lot Project.  Residences developed under Alternative 5 would be exposed to the 
same general geotechnical conditions as identified for the 61-lot Project, including 
significant impacts due to the potential for boulder roll and debris flow.  
Geotechnical hazard impacts under Alternative 5 also would be comparable to 
those associated with the 61-lot Project.   

Alternative 5 would create significant short-term air quality impacts.  Due to the 
larger area of landform disturbance (approximately 22.52 acres more than the 61-
lot Project), Alternative 5 would increase the length of the grading phase up to 46 
percent compared to the 61-lot Project, resulting in more total construction vehicle 
emissions.  It thus would create greater air quality impacts. 

Construction noise levels under Alternative 5 would be essentially the same as 
those associated with the 61-lot Project.  However, because it would move 
construction activities closer to existing residences along Cornell Road, 
Alternative 5 would increase the number of sensitive receptors exposed to 
significant short-term construction noise.  Alternative 5 would also increase 
grading and construction of residences between Cornell and Kanan Roads in the 
southern portion of the Project Site.  Therefore, in the Caleta Road area, the 
associated construction related noise impacts would be increased, compared to the 
61-lot Project.  Impacts to visual qualities would also be significant under 
Alternative 5. 

Land use impacts under Alternative 5 would be determined to be significant due to 
its inconsistencies with some elements of the North Area Plan.  Thus, the 61-lot 
Project reduces land use impacts to a greater degree than Alternative 5.  
Alternative 5 would not be fully consistent with North Area Plan objectives of 
protecting areas of scenic beauty and natural open space and preservation of 
undisturbed terrain in its natural state because of the significant increase in the 
amount of required landform alteration.  

Compared to the 61-lot Project, Alternative 5 is not environmentally superior 
because it would result in increased significant environmental impacts associated 
with noise, grading, air quality, land use and visual impacts.  Further, Alternative 5 
is not preferred because it is not fully consistent with the North Area Plan and will 
reduce the level of benefits to the County because it would reduce the number of 
new residential units created and the corresponding fiscal revenue for the County’s 
General Fund.  Alternative 5 is also financially infeasible for the reasons set forth 
in the ERA Memorandum, Appendix N in the FEIR, because the market value of 
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this alternative as entitled land is worth less than land valued as unentitled open 
space. 

SECTION 9.0 - CERTIFICATION OF THE FEIR 

Pursuant to section 21082.1(c) of the Public Resources Code, the Board hereby 
CERTIFIES and FINDS that:   

1. The FEIR, State Clearinghouse No. 1998111091, has been 
completed in compliance with CEQA; 

2. The FEIR has been presented to the Board, and the Board has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the information contained in 
the FEIR prior to acting on the Project; 

3.  The FEIR reflects the County’s independent judgment and analysis. 

SECTION 10.0 - FINDINGS REGARDING THE MITIGATION 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN 

 
Pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, the Board, in adopting 
these Findings, also adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for 
the Triangle Ranch project.  This Plan is designed to ensure that, during Project 
implementation, the County and other responsible parties will comply with the 
mitigation measures adopted in these Findings. 

 
The Board hereby finds that the MMRP, which is incorporated herein by reference 
and attached as Exhibit A to these Findings, meets the requirements of Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6 by providing for the implementation and 
monitoring of measures intended to mitigate potential environmental effects of the 
Triangle Ranch Project.  
 
SECTION 11.0 - STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The Board finds that the implementation of the Triangle Ranch Project will result 
in the occurrence of unavoidable significant environmental effects in the areas of 
air quality, biological resources, noise and visual qualities.  Pursuant to Section 
21081 of Public Resources Code and Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, the 
Board has determined that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits of the Triangle Ranch Project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects of the Project.  Accordingly, the Board hereby adopts the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, which is incorporated by reference and 
attached as Exhibit B to these Findings.   
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EXHIBIT A 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
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EXHIBIT B 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
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STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
 

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires the County to 
balance the benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental 
risks in determining whether to approve the Project.  (Public Resources Code 
§21081(b); 14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15043, 15093(a)).  As documented in the EIR 
and explained in the Findings of Fact for the Triangle Ranch Project, the Project 
will result in following significant and unavoidable environmental effects even 
after the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures:  (1) short-term, 
construction-related air quality effects caused by the emissions from heavy duty 
construction equipment; (2) short-term construction–related noise effects caused 
by the proximity of proposed construction to existing homes; (3) long-term 
impacts to biological resources caused by the unavoidable loss of habitat; and (4) 
long-term impacts to visual resources, caused by the conversion of undisturbed 
hillsides to a residential setting .  

Accordingly, having reduced the adverse significant environmental effects of the 
Triangle Ranch Project to the extent feasible by adopting the proposed mitigation 
measures, having considered the entire administrative record for the Project, and 
having weighed the benefits of the Project against its significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts after mitigation, the Board finds that the social, economic, and 
environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the potential significant 
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts and render those potential significant 
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts acceptable.  The Board finds that each 
of the following benefits constitutes an overriding consideration warranting 
approval of the Project, independent of the other benefits, despite the significant 
and unavoidable environmental effects: 
 
1. The Project is expected to generate approximately $522,100 in annual fiscal 

revenue to the County’s General Fund.  With annual fiscal costs at build-
out at approximately $124,300 the Project’s net fiscal benefit to the County 
is approximately $397,800 per year.  (Kosmont’s Net Fiscal Impact 
Analysis for Triangle Ranch, April 30, 2007.) 

 
2. The construction of the Project is estimated to generate approximately 

$169.9 million in total industry output and more than 1,200 jobs through 
direct, indirect and induced economic activity.  (Kosmont’s Net Fiscal 
Impact Analysis for Triangle Ranch, April 30, 2007.) 

 
3. The Project will provide high-quality housing for local and area residents to 

meet existing and future needs of those desiring to live in the western 
portion of Santa Monica Mountains. 
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4. The Project will provide regional housing opportunities and assist in 
satisfying the housing needs for the region and help alleviate the housing 
shortage in the County. 

 
5. The Project will provide additional housing opportunities for County 

residents working in the vicinity of the Project. 
 
6. Pursuant to a feasibility study for the trail alignment  required by the 

Project conditions of approval, the Project will provide a suitable 
easement for the Zuma Ridge Trail, an important link in the regional 
hiking, biking and equestrian trail system. 

 
7. The Project will provide 287.77 acres of conservation open space for 

management in perpetuity.  Of this total, at least 265.87 acres will remain 
natural and undisturbed by fuel modification activities and will be donated 
to a public entity. 

 
8. Implementation of the Project will result in a reduction of the flow of silt 

and debris into Medea Creek, which is listed as impaired for 
sedimentation/siltation under the Clean Water Act, into Malibou Lake, and 
ultimately into Malibu Lagoon.   

 
 

 93





Burden of Proof for Requested Conditional Use Permit 
Project No. 97-178-(3) 

Vesting Tentative Tract No. 52419  
Triangle Ranch Project 

Background 

The proposed Development project consists of a 320.3-acre site, of which 287.77 acres 
will be preserved as permanent undisturbed open space.  That open space includes 95.3 
percent of that portion of the Significant Ecological Area No. 6 that is located within the 
Project site.  Sixty-one single-family homes will be clustered within the remaining 10 
percent of the site in the most disturbed and least environmentally sensitive portions of 
the property.  The Project is located on Kanan and Cornell Roads within the Santa 
Monica Mountains North Area Plan (“NAP”) boundaries, one-quarter mile south of the 
U.S. 101 Freeway and adjacent to the recently approved Agoura Village Specific Plan 
that allows up to 948,500 square feet of new commercial development and 293 multi-
family residential units in a 125-acre area.  The Project is consistent with the land use 
designation of the Los Angeles County General Plan and the NAP.  As substantiated by 
the following facts, it also meets the Conditional Use Permit burdens of proof required 
pursuant to County Code sections 22.56.040, 22.56.215, and 22.44.133 for hillside 
management, development within a Sensitive Environmental Area and grading within the 
North Area Community Standards District. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.040(A)(1), the requested use at the 
location will not adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons 
residing or working in the surrounding area. 

The Project’s residential enclaves are designed to preserve and blend into the surrounding 
terrain while maximizing open space.  That clustering design, which allows for 287.77 
acres of permanent open space, offers new housing stock to a growing area while 
maintaining its unique topography and essential rural character.  Grading, landscaping, 
lighting and surface water plans will minimize impacts and intrusions on persons, native 
plants and wildlife living in the area. 

The Project will preserve substantial open space.  The Project will preserve 287.77 acres 
as permanent undisturbed open space, of which approximately 21.9 acres will be subject 
to fuel modification, and approximately 265.87 acres will be dedicated to a public  entity 
to be managed for conservation purposes in perpetuity.  A management plan and funding 
for management in perpetuity are being provided.  Several additional acres of natural 
terrain will be preserved in landscape and private lots.  Areas to be preserved as open 
space include 95.3 percent of the onsite portion of Significant Ecological Area No. 6 
(“SEA”).  The Project also preserves all of Lyon’s pentachaeta on the site and avoids any 
direct removal of the plants.  Potential indirect impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta is limited 
to only 1.71 acres of occupied habitat within the fuel modification zone.  The Project 
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similarly avoids direct impacts to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, and limits 
potential indirect impacts to 0.22 acre within the fuel modification zone.  Potential 
impacts to both species due to fuel modification activities have been eliminated by the 
Fuel Modification Plan and Preservation Guidelines.  The Fuel Modification Plan and 
Preservation Guidelines place these sensitive resources within buffered exclusion zones 
where no fuel modification activities are to occur.  Finally, the Project will preserve the 
significant ridgelines on the property, including Ladyface Mountain, as well as Medea 
Creek, the willow riparian forest in Medea Creek, and onsite wetlands.  

The Project will be compatible with the character of the surrounding community.  Varied 
lot sizes, environmentally-sensitive landscaping, minimal outdoor lighting and similar 
architectural standards will make the Project compatible with surrounding residential 
development and will preserve the rural character of the area.  Rather than squeezing 
large houses onto smaller lots creating the common tract appearance, the Project proposes 
large lots with the ambiance of privacy and solitude.  For example, proposed residences 
east of Cornell Road will be on large and custom lots ranging from 12,600 to 79,700 
square feet.  The Project also will apply rural standards to the development:  there will be 
no sidewalks, curbs or gutters, and street lighting will be kept at the minimum required 
for safety purposes.  The Project will construct curvilinear roads throughout that follow 
the lay of the land, rather than rectilinear roads that are forced onto it.  Landscaping plans 
will use native species, will be approved by the County biologist and SEATAC, and will 
be enforced by incorporation into the Project’s homeowners’ associations’ covenants, 
conditions and restrictions (“CC&Rs”).  Finally, limited grading is proposed on the 
gentler slopes and in undisturbed areas; 89 percent of the Project’s grading will occur in 
the less than 25 percent slope category.  The Project proposes grading that will simulate 
natural contours:  variable slope grades and undulating “daylight” elevations will be used 
to minimize the alteration of natural landforms and to smoothly transition manufactured 
slopes back into the natural contours of adjacent undisturbed areas. 

The Project will protect water quality and implement flood control measures.  The Project 
will construct on-site storm drains, terrace drains and swales, debris basins and a separate 
storm drain system to convey 50-year storm runoff from developed areas to proposed 
urban storm water runoff basins or clarifiers, in order to ensure first flush cleansing of 
urban runoff.  All storm water flows will be returned to natural drainage courses before 
discharging from the Project site.  The Project also will implement Best Management 
Practices (“BMPs”) to reduce runoff and erosion.  By reducing natural and barren land, 
the Project will reduce the amount of debris siltation reaching Medea Creek.   

The Project will not divert public services from residents in the surrounding area.  There 
are sufficient resources to ensure that the Project can be provided with fire protection, 
police protection, schools, libraries, parks and recreation facilities, water, sewers and 
other utilities without jeopardizing any current resident’s access to these services.  
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Various development fees will help offset the impacts of increased demand for public 
services and facilities. 

 

 

As required by County Code section 22.56.040(A)(2), the requested use at the 
location will not be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of 
property of other persons located in the vicinity of the site. 

By preserving the views, offering significant permanent open space, and creating new 
housing stock that blends into the character of the area, the Project will enhance the use, 
enjoyment and valuation of surrounding properties. 

The Project will reflect the character of the surrounding neighborhoods.  The Project is 
consistent with existing settlement patterns and rural ambiance.  It proposes lot sizes 
compatible with surrounding development:  large and custom lots near Cornell Road, and 
slightly smaller lots (between 10,000 square feet and 29,000 square feet) on Kanan Road, 
adjacent to the proposed high-density Agoura Village Specific Plan.  Rural standards will 
be applied throughout the development:  there will be no sidewalks, curbs or gutters, and 
street lighting will be kept at the minimum required for safety purposes.  Additionally, 
the Project clusters residential development on approximately 10 percent of the project 
site, thereby preserving 287.77 acres as permanent undisturbed open space.  By 
preserving substantial open space and the aesthetics of the surrounding community, the 
Project’s housing stock will enhance the valuation of properties in the vicinity. 

The Project design will minimize visual impacts.  The Project implements several 
features designed to preserve views.  It proposes residential enclaves that will maximize 
open space and takes advantage of the natural terrain to minimize visibility.   It locates 
development on gentler slopes to minimize grading, and uses contour grading that will 
blend into the adjacent natural areas.  Where retaining walls are used to minimize 
grading, the walls generally will be located in backyards not visible from roadways.  
Even when visible, the retaining walls will be crib walls, which will be vegetated and 
attractive.  There will be no grading of ridgelines,  no alteration of Medea Creek, and no 
development on the slopes of Ladyface Mountain above the 930-foot contour line, more 
than 1,100 feet below the peak.  Landscaping and setbacks will buffer views of proposed 
development.  Finally, the Project will underground utilities, select lot sites that avoid 
breaking ridgeline views, and use a lighting plan that will minimize off-site light and 
glow.   
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As required by County Code Section 22.56.040(A)(3), the requested use at the 
location will not jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public 
health, safety or general welfare. 

The Project will ensure that structures are located only in stable geologic areas, protect 
water resources and control flood runoff, and maximize fire prevention and safety. 

No structures will be located in geologically unstable areas.  The Project will not place 
structures in areas characterized by unstable geologic conditions.  Development generally 
will be limited to the gentler slopes, with 89 percent of the Project’s grading occurring in 
the less than 25 percent slope category.  The Project site is not within any Alquist-Priolo 
Special Studies Zone, and no active or potentially active faults have been mapped on or 
near the Project site.  Although portions of the Project site are susceptible to seismically-
induced landslides, implementation of the recommendations contained in the Project’s 
geotechnical reports and compliance with the Los Angeles County Building Code will 
reduce slope stability impacts to a less than significant level.  Additionally, the Project 
will employ contour grading techniques to smoothly transition manufactured slopes back 
into the natural contours of adjacent undisturbed areas. 

The Project will protect water resources and implement flood control measures.  The 
Project will construct a storm drain system adequate to convey 50-year storm runoff from 
developed areas to proposed urban storm water runoff basins or clarifiers, in order to 
ensure first flush cleansing of urban runoff.  All storm water flows will be returned to 
natural drainage courses before discharging from the Project site.  Additionally, a debris 
and detention basin will release a controlled flow of runoff during peak storm conditions.  
BMPs will reduce runoff and erosion during both construction and operation.  By 
increasing the amount of flat surface area, the Project also will increase opportunities for 
groundwater infiltration.  Finally, no buildings will be constructed within a 50-foot flood 
hazard from the Medea Creek capital flood plain boundary, protecting that aquatic 
resource. 

The Project will incorporate fire prevention and safety measures.  The Project is designed 
to minimize fire hazards.  Residential enclaves will be located close to public highways 
to facilitate emergency vehicle access and, if necessary, evacuation.  All structures will 
be located along paved, all-weather, and accessible roads.  Development will be limited 
to the site’s lower, gentler slopes to avoid the faster-burning and difficult to reach steeper 
slopes.  Water supply and pressure will be adequate to serve fire safety needs.  
Additionally, a fuel modification program meeting County Fire Department 
requirements, along with the use of fire-retardant planting materials and efficient 
irrigation systems for landscaping, will serve as fire buffers.  In the event of a fire County 
Fire Station #65 is located adjacent to the site, on Cornell Road. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.040(B), the proposed site is adequate in 
size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls, fences, parking and loading 
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facilities, landscaping and other development features prescribed in the Zoning 
Ordinance, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate the proposed use with 
the uses in the surrounding area. 

Approximately 172 acres of the site are zoned RPD-5 – 0.2/DU (one dwelling unit per 
five acres maximum), and approximately 148 acres are zoned RPD-2 – 0.5/DU (one 
dwelling unit per two acres).  The single family lots within these areas will be designed to 
accommodate the required yards, parking and other development standards prescribed in 
Title 22.  Applicable provisions include sections 22.20.460, 22.20.120, and 22.52.1220 of 
the zoning ordinance.  Because the development contemplates large and custom lots, 
yards will be designed to meet or exceed the minimum requirements of 20’ for front 
yards, 15’ for rear yards, and 5’ for side yards.  Project design will allow for ample 
parking at every residence, with a two-car covered garage and a driveway for additional 
space.  Parking thus will be provided in an amount adequate to prevent traffic congestion 
and excessive on-street parking, and will include no fewer than one covered parking 
space per dwelling unit.  Homes will be designed in a style consistent with the 
surrounding community, and the Project will develop a landscaping plan that will be 
approved by the County biologist and the Significant Ecological Area Technical 
Advisory Committee (“SEATAC”), and will include the use of native species to integrate 
the site with the surrounding area. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.040(C)(1), the proposed site is adequately 
served by highways or streets of sufficient width, and improved as necessary to 
carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate. 

The Project site will be located close to major freeways and highways that will 
adequately serve the additional traffic generated by the development.  It is expected to 
generate fewer than 854 trips per day, which was the number of trips associated with a 
larger, 81-home design.  The site is located approximately one-quarter mile south of the 
U. S. 101 Freeway, and along Kanan Road, a County-designated major highway (100-
foot right-of-way), and Cornell Road, a County-designated secondary highway (80-foot 
right-of-way).  In addition to Cornell and Kanan Roads, access to the Project is provided 
by Agoura Road, which currently ranges from 30 feet to 56 feet wide but is planned for 
widening to 84 feet, and several local streets:  Roadside Drive, which provides access to 
businesses located along its length and ranges from 30 feet to 45 feet in width; Canwood 
Street, which varies in width from 30 to 40 feet and serves as a frontage road on the north 
side of the U.S. 101 Freeway providing access to local businesses east of Kanan Road 
and residential neighborhoods west of Kanan Road.  All structures within the 
development will be located along paved, all-weather, and accessible roads. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.040(C)(2), the proposed site is adequately 
served by public or private service facilities as are required. 
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The Project will have adequate fire and police protection and will be served by schools, 
libraries, parks and recreation, water, sewer lines and other utilities.  The Project is 
located within the Las Virgenes Unified School District.  Schools currently serving the 
Project site are Sumac Elementary School (1.6 miles north), Lindero Canyon Middle 
School (3 miles northwest), and Agoura High School (1.1 mile north).  Fire station #65 is 
located adjacent to the site, on Cornell Road.  The site would receive law enforcement 
services from the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, and specifically from the 
Lost Hill/Malibu Station located approximately three mile east of the site.  Libraries, 
parks and recreation facilities also are available in the surrounding areas.  Additionally, 
the Project is located close to commercial centers.  Approximately one-third mile north of 
the site is a commercial development including gas stations, government facilities, 
recycling centers, small businesses, restaurants and office building.  Warner Center, a 
major retail and commercial center in the western San Fernando Valley, is located 
approximately 12 miles southwest of the Project site.  Additional commercial 
development is planned as part of the Agoura Village Specific Plan, to be located 
adjacent to the Project site.   
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Burden of Proof for Requested Conditional Use Permit for Development in a 
Significant Ecological Area 

Project No. 97-178-(3) 
Vesting Tentative Tract No. 52419  

Triangle Ranch Project 

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(2)(a), the requested development 
is designed to be highly compatible with the biotic resources present, including the 
setting aside of appropriate and sufficient undisturbed areas 

A major feature of the Project is the preservation of 287.77 acres, or 90 percent of its 
total area, as permanent undisturbed open space.  Every aspect of the Project will be 
designed to be compatible with and preserve biotic resources present in the open space 
area. 

The Project preserves significant permanent undisturbed open space.  The Project 
preserves 287.77 acres as permanent undisturbed open space, with approximately 265.87 
acres to be dedicated to a public entity, and clusters residential development on the 
remaining 10 percent of the site.  Additionally, 2.62 acres maintained by the 
homeowners’ associations will be preserved in landscape lots and 2.83 acres of natural 
slopes will be located within private lots.  All of the open space will be managed pursuant 
to a funded management plan.  The preservation of open space and clustering of homes 
will leave undisturbed the existing habitat connections to open space south of the subject 
property and the Liberty Canyon wildlife movement corridor to the east. 

The development footprint is designed to protect and preserve biotic resources.  The 
development footprint is located on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the 
property, including previously disturbed land.  Clustering residential enclaves within 
disturbed areas allows the Project to preserve significant undisturbed open space, 
encompassing more than 95.3 percent of the onsite portion of the SEA.  The Project will 
limit clearing and grading of native vegetation to the minimum amount needed to create a 
building pad, allow access and provide fire protection.  The Project also preserves all of 
Lyon’s pentachaeta on the site and avoids any direct removal of plants.  Likewise, the 
project avoids all direct impacts to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  The impacts to 
Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya are limited to potential indirect 
effects to occupied habitat within the fuel modification zone. Potential impacts to both 
species due to fuel modification also have been eliminated through implementation of the 
Fuel Modification Plan and Preservation Guidelines. The Fuel Modification Plan and 
Preservation Guidelines place these sensitive resources within buffered exclusion zones 
where no fuel modification activities are to occur.  Therefore, all areas containing these 
plants as well as adjacent open space are protected and managed in perpetuity for 
conservation purposes.   The Project also will preserve the majority of on-site oak 
woodland and all riparian habitat within the SEA, and any impact will be subject to 
mitigation, including replacement.  As a result of these measures, the Project will not 
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result in direct impacts to any of the seven sensitive plant species known to be present on 
the project site.  Finally, the Project will preserve the significant ridgelines on the 
property, including Ladyface Mountain, as well as Medea Creek, the willow riparian 
forest in Medea Creek, and onsite wetlands.   

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(2)(b), the requested development 
is designed to maintain water bodies, water courses, and their tributaries in a 
natural state. 

The Project will minimize impacts to jurisdictional waters and will protect water courses 
and tributaries in their natural state. 

The majority of State and Federal jurisdictional waters will remain unaffected.  The 
Project site includes a total of 20,055 linear feet of drainages, contained in 12 
jurisdictional drainages as determined by the Army Corp of Engineers and the California 
Department of Fish and Game.  The Project impacts less than 0.11 acre of ephemeral 
creek out of the total 7.8 acres on the project site within the jurisdiction of the California 
Department of Fish and Game, and 4.54 acres within the jurisdiction of the Army Corp of 
Engineers.  As a result, it will impact less than 2.4 percent of the Corps jurisdiction and 
less than 1.4 percent of the Fish and Game jurisdiction.  All of these impacts are to two 
ephemeral drainages outside of the SEA.  There will be not impacts to jurisdictional 
drainages within the SEA. 

The Project protects streams, riparian areas and other watersheds.  The Project will 
comply with County regulations regarding setbacks from capital flood plain boundaries.  
No buildings will be constructed within a 50-foot flood hazard from the Medea Creek 
capital flood plain boundary.  Additionally, the County Public Works Department has 
confirmed that the proposed lot locations provide adequate buffer to ensure protection of 
streams and watersheds.  The Project will have no impact on drainages “A,” “B,” “D,” 
“G,” “H,” “I,” “J,” “K,” “L,” or “M.”  The Project thus will provide setbacks from natural 
streams and drainages that are adequate to protect them from development impacts in 
high storm flows, while preserving open space to protect streams and watersheds, prevent 
vegetation clearance or grading of steep areas, and help reduce development-induced 
runoff. 

 The Project protects water quality.  The project will construct on-site storm drains, 
terrace drains and swales, debris basins and a separate storm drain system to convey 50-
year storm runoff from the developed areas of the project to proposed urban storm water 
runoff basins or clarifiers, where first flush cleansing of urban runoff can be achieved.  
All storm water flows will be returned to natural drainage courses before discharging 
from the project site.  The Project will implement BMPs to reduce runoff and erosion, 
and will construct a debris and detention basin designed to release a controlled flow of 
runoff during peak storm conditions.  By increasing the amount of flat surface area, the 
Project will create more opportunities for groundwater infiltration.  The project also will 
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reduce natural and barren land, thus reducing the amount of debris siltation reaching 
Medea Creek. 

Project construction and operation will protect water courses in their natural state.  The 
Project complies with the recommendations of the total maximum daily loads 
(“TMDLs”) for nutrients for the Malibu Creek Watershed and would be consistent with 
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  The major non-point sources of nutrients are 
septic systems (40.4 percent for nitrogen; 53.9 percent for phosphorus), runoff and 
erosion from undeveloped areas (17.5 percent for nitrogen; 14.8 percent for phosphorus), 
runoff associated with agriculture and livestock, golf course irrigation and fertilization, 
effluent irrigation, rising groundwater and atmospheric deposition, and runoff from 
residential and commercial areas.  Only 0.2 percent of the average annual total nitrogen 
and phosphorus loadings into the Lower Medea Creek come from low density residential 
land uses.  Lower Medea Creek carries approximately 5.4 percent of the Malibu Creek 
Watershed nitrogen load and 3.5 percent of the total watershed phosphorus load. The 
Project proposes to be served by sewers and will not utilize septic systems. During 
construction, erosion control devices will be installed around all construction areas to 
insure that sediment is trapped and properly removed.  The Project also will prohibit the 
non-emergency storage of construction or landslide materials on the shoulders of roads 
adjacent to stream banks.  The Project thus will include provisions to prevent sediments 
and silts from entering and impacting storm drains and waterways.  

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(2)(c), the requested development 
is designed so that wildlife movement corridors (migratory paths) are left in an 
undisturbed and natural state. 

The Project preserves substantial open space for wildlife movement and will not interfere 
with existing wildlife corridors.  The Project clusters residential development on 10 
percent of the site, near pre-existing roadways and other impediments to wildlife 
movement including residential development along Medea Creek.  It preserves the 
remaining 287.77 acres as permanent undisturbed open space, which will continue to be 
utilized as a wildlife corridor.  An additional 2.62 acres will be preserved in landscape 
lots and an additional 2.83 acres of natural slopes will be located in private lots remaining 
available to some wildlife species.  Existing onsite habitat linkages are located mainly 
along the ridgelines and in valleys.  Consequently, the Project does not propose grading 
in those areas.  Nor will the Project build within 50 feet of the Medea Creek, avoiding 
interference with wildlife movement along and across the Creek.  Existing habitat 
connections to open space located southerly of the project, where most of the onsite 
wildlife movement is concentrated due to development to the north and the U.S. 101 
Freeway, would remain largely unaffected by the project.   

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(2)(d), the requested development 
retains sufficient natural vegetative cover and/or open spaces to buffer critical 
resource areas from said requested development.  
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The vast majority of the site will be preserved as undisturbed open space.  The Fuel 
Modification Plan will protect both the Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya, and the Master Landscape Plan will require the exclusive use of native plants in 
developed areas.  The project also will preserve the majority of on-site oak woodland and 
all of the riparian habitat.  Any impact will be mitigated, including replacement. 

The Project retains sufficient open space to buffer critical resource areas from the 
development.  Approximately ninety percent of the 320.3-acre Project site, 287.77 acres, 
will be preserved as permanent, undisturbed open space.  An additional 2.83 acres of 
natural terrain will be located in private lot, and 2.62 acres will be preserved in landscape 
lots to be maintained by the homeowner’s association.   In order to minimize the impacts 
of development and maximize open space, the project will cluster development on the 
remaining ten percent of the Project site, near existing roadways and on previously 
disturbed land.  The Project will limit clearing and grading of native vegetation to the 
minimum amount needed to create a building pad, allow access and provide fire 
protection.  With the exception of fuel modification areas within lot boundaries, the 
proposed Project will use exclusively native plant species to blend the development area 
with the natural character of the site and the surrounding environment.  Thus the Project 
will retain a substantial area of natural, undisturbed open space and native vegetative 
cover. 

The Project preserves sensitive plants and the majority of the onsite portion of the Las 
Virgenes Significant Ecological Area No. 6.  A portion of the Project is located within 
the Las Virgenes SEA No. 6.  The Project will preserve 95.3 percent of the on-site SEA 
as permanent open space.  Although limited development will occur within the SEA, that 
development will be clustered into the least sensitive portions of the site, near existing 
Cornell Road, and will be grouped closely to the fire station and the two homes that 
currently exist in the SEA.  Additionally, the proposed development in the SEA will 
include only ten residential lots in the 174-acre SEA, resulting in a density of 1 unit per 
17.4 acres.  In addition to preserving natural vegetative cover over the majority of the 
site, the Project will protect sensitive plants located within the developed areas.  For 
example, County of Los Angeles Fire Department-required fuel modification zones and 
the Fuel Modification Plan and Preservation Guidelines place buffered exclusion zones 
around all patches of Lyon’s pentachaeta and prohibit any activities within these zones.  
The Project also preserves all of the Lyon’s pentachaeta on the site and avoids any direct 
removal of the plants.  Impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta are limited to potential indirect 
effects to only 1.71 acres within the fuel modification zone.  Similarly, the Project will 
not directly impact the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, and limits indirect impacts to 
0.22 acres within the fuel modification zone.  However, as explained above, the Fuel 
Modification Plan and Preservation Guidelines eliminate these potential impacts.  
Overall, the Project will have no impact on the seven sensitive plant species known to be 
present on the site. 
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The Fuel Modification Plan provides additional protection for the Lyon’s pentachaeta and 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  The Fuel Modification Plan provides specifications to 
avoid the implementation of standard fuel modification techniques within the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta habitat that could potentially harm the species.  The Plan provides clear 
guidelines for the preservation of this plant.  For example:  (1) protecting the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta Areas with permanent low split-rail fencing located to provide a minimum 
10-foot buffer from the nearest population of Lyon’s pentachaeta plants; (2) warning 
signs installed on the fence in such a manner as to be readily seen by fuel modification 
work crews; and (3) no fuel modification activities will be allowed inside the fenced 
areas.  Similar measures will protect the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. 

The Project preserves oak woodland and Medea Creek.  The project will preserve the 
majority of on-site oak woodland.  Of the 136 oak trees on the property, only 17 will be 
removed as a result of the Project.  An additional five trees will be potentially impacted 
by grading but will be preserved.  The Project is not anticipated to have any direct 
impacts on Medea Creek, the willow riparian forest in Medea Creek, or wetlands.  In 
order to protect those resources, no buildings will be constructed within a 50-foot flood 
hazard setback from the Medea Creek capital flood plain boundary. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(2)(e), where necessary, fences or 
walls are provided to buffer important habitat areas from development. 

Development will be sited to minimize impacts to important habitat areas.  As additional 
protection, the Fuel Modification Plan includes the use of permanent low split-rail 
fencing to ensure a minimum 10-foot buffer for Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat located within 
the fuel modification area.  As described above, warning signs on the fence will be 
readily visible to fuel modification crews and fuel modification activities will be allowed 
within those areas.  Similar measures will protect the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(2)(f), roads and utilities serving 
the proposed development are located and designed so as not to conflict with critical 
resources, habitat areas or migratory paths. 

Project development is clustered along the existing Kanan and Cornell Roads.  Clustering 
development along those existing highways limits intrusion into the critical resources and 
habitat areas located within the on-site SEA, within Medea Creek, and at the ridgeline of 
Ladyface Mountain.  Proposed roads extend only as far as necessary to serve the 
proposed residences.  Additionally, all utilities will be placed underground to avoid 
impacts on habitat areas or migratory paths. 
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Burden of Proof for Requested Conditional Use Permit for Hillside Development 
Project No. 97-178-(3) 

Vesting Tentative Tract No. 52419  
Triangle Ranch Project 

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(1)(a), the proposed Project is 
located and designed so as to protect the safety of current and future community 
residents, and will not create significant threats to life and/or property due to the 
presence of geologic, seismic, slope instability, fire, flood, mud flow, or erosion 
hazard. 

The Project incorporates design features that avoid geologically unstable areas, ensure 
that storm water flows from the site do not cause flooding or impair waterways, and 
maximize fire prevention and safety.  Taken together, these measures ensure that neither 
the Project’s location nor design will threaten the safety of current and future community 
residents or their property. 

No structures will be located in geologically unstable areas.  The Project will not place 
structures in areas characterized by unstable geologic conditions.  Development generally 
will be limited to the gentler slopes, with 89 percent of the Project’s grading occurring in 
the less than 25 percent slope category.  The Project site is not within any Alquist-Priolo 
Special Studies Zone, and no active or potentially active faults have been mapped on or 
near the Project site.  Although portions of the Project site are susceptible to seismically-
induced landslides, implementation of the recommendations contained in the Project’s 
geotechnical reports and compliance with the Los Angeles County Building Code will 
reduce slope stability impacts to a less than significant level.  Additionally, the Project 
will employ contour grading techniques to smoothly transition manufactured slopes back 
into the natural contours of adjacent undisturbed areas. 

The Project will protect water resources and implement flood control measures.  The 
Project will construct a storm drain system adequate to convey 50-year storm runoff from 
developed areas to proposed urban storm water runoff basins or clarifiers, in order to 
ensure first flush cleansing of urban runoff.  All storm water flows will be returned to 
natural drainage courses before discharging from the Project site.  A debris and detention 
basin will release a controlled flow of runoff during peak storm conditions.  The Project 
will use BMPs to reduce runoff and erosion during both construction and operation, and 
erosion control devices will ensure that sediment is trapped and properly removed.  
Additionally, by increasing the amount of flat surface area, the Project will increase 
opportunities for groundwater infiltration.  At the same time, the reduction in natural and 
barren land will reduce the quantity of debris siltation reaching Medea Creek.  To further 
protect waterways the Project will prohibit the non-emergency storage of construction or 
landslide materials on the shoulders of roads adjacent to stream banks.  Finally, no 
buildings will be constructed within a 50-foot flood hazard from the Medea Creek capital 
flood plain boundary. 
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The Project will incorporate fire prevention and safety measures.  The Project is designed 
to minimize fire hazards.  Residential enclaves will be located close to public highways 
to facilitate emergency vehicle access and, if necessary, evacuation.  All structures will 
be located along paved, all-weather, and accessible roads.  The residential enclave to the 
east of Cornell Road will be private and gated, but will be accessible to emergency 
service personnel.  Development will be limited to the site’s lower, gentler slopes to 
avoid the faster-burning and difficult to reach steeper slopes.  Water supply and pressure 
will be adequate to serve fire safety needs.  Additionally, a fuel modification program 
meeting County Fire Department requirements, along with the use of fire-retardant 
planting materials and efficient irrigation systems for landscaping, will serve as fire 
buffers.  In the event of a fire County Fire Station #65 is located adjacent to the site, on 
Cornell Road. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(1)(b), the proposed Project is 
compatible with the natural, biotic, cultural, scenic and open space resources of the 
area. 

The Project’s 61-home development will feature an environmentally-sensitive design that 
complements and protects the natural, biological, cultural, scenic and open space 
resources of the area.   

The Project will preserve substantial open space and natural habitat.  The Project 
complements its surroundings by preserving 287.77 acres as permanent undisturbed open 
space, with approximately 21.9 acres to be subject to fuel modification and 
approximately 265.87 acres to be dedicated to a public entity.  Several additional acres of 
natural terrain will be preserved in landscape lots and private backyards.  The most 
valuable biological resources are included within the Project’s open space area, including 
95.3 percent of the onsite portion of Significant Ecological Area No. 6.  All of the open 
space lands will be subject to a fully funded management plan to ensure protection of the 
preserved resources in perpetuity.  The Project also preserves all of the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta on the site and avoids any direct removal of the plants.  It limits potential 
indirect effects to this species to only 1.71 acres within the fuel modification zone.  The 
Project similarly will avoid direct impacts to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, and 
will limit potential indirect impacts to 0.22 acres within the fuel modification zone.  
Potential indirect impacts to either species due to fuel modification will be elimineated 
through implementation of the Fuel Modification Plan and Preservation Guidelines which 
provides for buffered exclusion areas where not fuel modification activities will occur.  
The Project design retains the significant ridgelines on the property, including Ladyface 
Mountain.  In order to protect natural waterways, no buildings will be constructed within 
a 50-foot flood hazard setback from the Medea Creek capital flood plain boundary.  
Medea Creek, the willow riparian forest in Medea Creek, and onsite wetlands all will be 
preserved and protected.  
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The development footprint is located on the least environmentally sensitive portion of the 
property.  While preserving significant undisturbed areas and maximizing open space 
through a cluster design, the Project also locates all residential enclaves in areas of prior 
disturbance.  These include prior grading and woodcutting activities near Cornell Road, a 
major fill site on Kanan Road, and beekeeping operations and a smaller fill site near 
Medea Creek.  An area of approximately 1 to 2 acres, located between Cornell and Kanan 
roads approximately 800 feet south of Cornell Way, was previously used as a dumpster 
storage yard. 

Grading will be minimized and will blend into the terrain’s natural contours.  By 
concentrating development on the gentler slopes, grading activity will be minimized.  The 
Project limits grading in areas over 50 percent slope: 89 percent of the Project’s grading 
will occur in the less than 25 percent slope category (24.59 acres); 9.1 percent in the 25 to 
50 percent slope category (2.24 acres); and 1.8 percent in the greater than 50 percent 
slope category (0.45 acres).  Contour grading techniques will be used to minimize the 
alteration of natural landforms and to smoothly transition manufactured slopes back into 
natural contours of adjacent land.  In areas of over 25 percent slope, the Project will 
employ special architectural and design techniques to ensure that development conforms 
to the natural land form. 

The Project is designed to protect and preserve biotic resources.  In addition to preserving 
the majority of the SEA and sensitive plant species, the Project will limit clearing and 
grading of native vegetation to the minimum amount needed to create a building pad, 
allow access and provide fire protection. Sensitive plants within the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department-required fuel modification zones have been placed in buffered 
exclusion zones where no fuel management activities will occur.  The Project will 
preserve riparian habitat and the majority of on-site oak woodland, removing only 17 of 
136 trees.  Any impact to oak trees will be mitigated, including replacement.  As a result 
of these measures, the Project will avoid impacts to all sensitive plant species, and the 
vast majority of oak trees, known to be present on the project site.  The Project also 
protects important wildlife corridors through maintenance of open space and habitat.  The 
Project will not develop within 50 feet of Medea Creek and therefore will not impede 
wildlife movement through the creek.  Existing habitat connections to open space south 
of the project, where most of the onsite wildlife movement is concentrated due to 
development to the north and the U.S. 101 Freeway, would remain largely unaffected by 
the project, as will the Liberty Canyon wildlife movement corridor to the east. 

The Project design will be compatible with the area’s natural resources.  With the 
exception of fuel modification areas within lot boundaries, the proposed project will use 
exclusively native plant species to blend the development area with its natural 
surroundings.  The project also will use local building materials (e.g., local stone for 
entrance monuments, etc.) that will reflect the natural character of the site and 
surrounding environment. 
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The Project design will preserve scenic vistas.  The Project implements several features 
designed to preserve views.  It proposes residential enclaves that will maximize open 
space and takes advantage of the natural terrain to minimize visibility.  It locates 
development on gentler slopes to minimize grading, and uses contour grading that will 
blend into the adjacent natural areas.  The Project has reduced building pad elevations by 
5 to 23 feet along Kanan Road.  The Project also has reduced the height of manufactured 
slopes, so that the height of the largest fill slope is now at 29 feet.  Where retaining walls 
are used to minimize grading, the walls generally will be located in backyards not visible 
from roadways.  The wall behind proposed Lots 1 through 4 remains 17 feet tall, but this 
wall has only limited visibility along Kanan Road.  Even when visible, the retaining walls 
will be crib walls, which will be vegetated and attractive.  There will be no grading of 
ridgelines, no alteration of Medea Creek, and no development above the 930-foot contour 
line on the slopes of Ladyface Mountain, more than 1,100 feet below the peak. 
Landscaping and setbacks will buffer views of proposed development.  Finally, the 
Project will underground utilities, select lot sites that avoid breaking ridgeline views, and 
use a lighting plan that will minimize off-site light and glow. 

The Project will preserve cultural resources.  No development will occur in the small 
midden deposit/habitation site containing scientific information useful for the 
understanding of the prehistory of this portion of Southern California.  This 
archaeological site will be staked and preserved as open space.  Additionally, the Project 
will have a Chumash tribal representative present during grading to ensure that proper 
measures are taken to assess, document and/or protect any archeological finds that might 
be unearthed. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(1)(d), the proposed development 
demonstrates creative and imaginative design, resulting in a visual quality that will 
complement community character and benefit current and future community 
residents. 

This Project will bridge a rural, largely undeveloped area and the burgeoning Agoura 
Hills community.  Its design thus has to reflect and preserve the natural surroundings, 
while blending in with the existing community and adjacent residential projects.  The 
proposed development achieves those goals through creative, environmentally-sensitive 
and imaginative design.  As the area continues to grow, this Project will benefit both 
current and future residents. 

The Project will be compatible with the character of the surrounding community.  With 
its varied and large lot sizes, open space, environmentally-sensitive landscaping, lighting 
plan and architectural standards, the Project will complement the character of the existing 
community.  Rather than creating a “cookie-cutter” development that squeezes large 
houses onto smaller lots, the Project proposes large lots with the ambiance of privacy and 
solitude suitable for a rural community.  For example, proposed residences east of 
Cornell Road will be on large and custom lots ranging from 12,600 to 79,700 square feet.  
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Slightly smaller lots, between 10,000 and 29,000 square feet, are proposed on Kanan 
Road adjacent to the City’s proposed high-density Agoura Village Specific Plan.  The 
Project also will apply rural standards throughout the development:  there will be no 
sidewalks, curbs or gutters, and street lighting will be kept at the minimum required for 
safety purposes.  The Project will construct curvilinear roads throughout that follow the 
lay of the land, rather than rectilinear roads that are forced onto it.  Landscaping will use 
only native plants throughout the Project.  Finally, grading is proposed on the gentler 
slopes and in undisturbed areas; 89 percent of the Project’s grading will occur in the less 
than 25 percent slope category.  The Project proposes grading that will simulate natural 
contours: variable slope grades and undulating “daylight” elevations will be used to 
minimize the alteration of natural landforms and to smoothly transition manufactured 
slopes back into the natural contours of adjacent undisturbed areas.. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(1)(c), the proposed project is 
conveniently served by neighborhood shopping and commercial facilities. 

The Project site is conveniently located near both existing and planned commercial areas.  
It is approximately one-quarter mile south of the U.S. 101 Freeway.  Commercial 
development is located approximately one-third mile north of the site, with businesses 
including gas stations, government facilities, recycling centers, small businesses, 
restaurants and office buildings.  The project site is located approximately 12 miles 
southwest of Warner Center, a major retail and commercial center in the western San 
Fernando Valley, and approximately 6 miles east of the Cities of Thousand Oaks and 
Westlake Village.  The City of Agoura Hills is planning significant commercial and 
residential development for 135 acres located adjacent to the project site, as part of its 
proposed Agoura Village Specific Plan.  Full build-out of the Specific Plan would result 
in development of between 235 and 293 residential units and a total of up to 576,458 
square feet of new office, retail, restaurant, movie theater complex, riding and equestrian 
center, community center and hotel building area, and redevelopment of the existing 
372,042 square feet of office and retail space with a higher density development within 
the same footprint. 

As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(1)(c), the proposed Project can be 
provided with essential public services without imposing undue costs on the total 
community. 

The Project can be provided with essential public services including fire protection, 
police protection, schools, libraries, parks and recreation, water, sewer lines, and other 
utilities.  The Project will not jeopardize the availability of any of these resources to the 
community.  The developer will be assessed various fees to offset the need to provide 
these services to new residents.  
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As required by County Code section 22.56.215(F)(1)(c), the proposed Project is 
consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan and the Santa Monica 
Mountains North Area Plan (“NAP” or “Plan”).  

The Project’s proposed density is consistent with the land use designations depicted for 
the property in the North Area Plan.   

 The proposed development Project consists of 61 single-family homes on 
approximately ten percent of a 320.3-acre site.  The Project site is currently zoned 
as “Residential Planned Development (RPD).”  The site’s land use designation per 
the Plan is “Mountain Lands 2 and 5.”  These planning and zoning designations 
authorize development of up to 108 residential units, and were applied to the 
property in contemplation of this Project application, which was pending before 
the Plan was proposed and developed.  The density of the Project is consistent 
with the land use designations of the General Plan and the NAP. 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to environmental preservation.   

 Preserving 90 percent of the subject property as open space limits ridgeline 
development (Policies IV-5, IV-13 and IV-31); limits grading (Policies IV-9, IV-
16, IV-11 and IV-16); preserves natural environments and scenic beauty (Policies 
IV-16 and IV-31); maximizes the amount of open space (Policy IV-16); and 
preserves open space corridors and significant natural features (Policies VI-6, IV-9 
and IV-8). 

 The proposed concentration of residential development maximizes open space and 
avoids, to the extent feasible, development of sensitive environmental resources 
and impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat linkages with adjacent open space 
(Policies IV-5, IV-13, IV-31, IV-9, IV-16, IV-11, IV-16, IV-31, IV-16, VI-6, IV-
9, IV-8 and VI-24). 

 Siting the development footprint in the least environmentally sensitive portions of 
the property limits ridgeline development (Policies IV-5, IV-10, IV-13, IV-31); 
limits grading (Policies IV-9, IV-16, IV-11); preserves natural environments and 
scenic beauty (Policies IV-16, IV-31); preserves open space corridors and 
significant natural features (Policies VI-6, IV-9, IV-8); protects ridgelines and 
natural-appearing views from surrounding vantage points (Policy IV-13); 
preserves topographic features of high scenic value such as Ladyface Mountain; 
preserves the area’s hillside backdrop to the extent feasible (Policy IV-31); sites 
buildings so as to be compatible and harmonious with the surrounding 
environment (Policy IV-34); and structures development so that the pattern and 
character of planned development is compatible with and complementary to open 
space resources (Policy IV-42). 
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 Dedicating open space to an appropriate conservation agency with a funded 
management plan promotes Plan goals encouraging the preservation of open space 
in perpetuity. (Policies IV-8 and IV-44). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to biological resources. 

 Siting development to avoid direct impacts to eleven sensitive plant species  
including Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya preserves 
plant communities (Policies IV-3c and d); establishes, where possible, buffer 
zones adjacent to areas of important preserved biological resources (Policy IV-6); 
sites, where possible, structures so that no vegetation clearance encroaches on 
adjacent properties (Policy IV-33); and limits clearing and grading of native 
vegetation to the minimum amount needed to create a building pad, allow access 
and provide fire protection (Policy IV-24). 

 Preserving oak woodland, riparian habitat and Medea Creek preserves plant 
communities (Policies IV-3c and d); establishes buffer zones adjacent to areas of 
important preserved biological resources (Policy IV-6); and limits the extent of 
vegetation clearance to that required for fire safety and sites, where possible, 
structures so that no vegetation clearance encroaches on adjacent properties 
(Policy IV-33). 

 Mandating native species in landscaping promotes Plan goals and policies 
encouraging the use of native plant species (Policies IV-7, IV-25 and VI-27). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to visual resources. 

 Siting lots and roadways to avoid breaking ridgeline views, concentrating 
development on gentler slopes and in disturbed areas, and using landscaping and 
setbacks to buffer views promotes Plan goals relating to view preservation 
(Policies IV-29 and VI-17). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to noise. 

 Off-site noise impacts derived from traffic pattern changes will be less than 
significant.  On-site noise impacts from vehicle noise on Kanan Road would be 
reduced to less than significant levels with mitigation.  Short-term construction-
related noise impacts will be significant. 

 By reducing on-site noise impacts to a less than significant level and by avoiding 
significant impacts from traffic pattern changes, the project substantially conforms 
to Plan policies requiring development projects to demonstrate that no adverse 
noise effects on the adjacent uses will occur from the project and that no adverse 
noise effects will occur on the project from adjacent influences, if the project is 
proposed within a 60dBS or greater CNEL noise contour and would create or 
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impact noise sensitive land uses (Policy V-24); and prohibiting new development 
from increasing ambient noise levels more than 3dB(A) within any natural area or 
sensitive land use (Policy V-26). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to the preservation of rural 
character. 

 Providing large and custom lots, applying rural standards for curbs and lighting, 
and maintaining substantial setbacks from roads, renders the project consistent 
with Plan goals and policies encouraging the provision and protection of features 
that contribute to rural character and rural lifestyles, in addition to maintaining low 
densities within rural areas (Policy VI-13). 

The Project is compatible with existing development patterns. 

 The project site’s proximity to the US 101 Freeway and existing nearby residential 
and commercial development, as well as the application of rural standards and the 
development of lot sizes compatible with neighboring developments, promotes 
Plan policies encouraging development compatible with existing development 
patterns.  The project uses architectural and siting features that are compatible 
with adjacent existing and planned developments (Policy VI-15); applies rural 
standards for curb, gutters, sidewalks, and streetlights, unless required by public 
safety considerations (Policy VII-5); and limits the intensity of development in 
rural and mountainous areas to that which can be provided with adequate access 
that does not create significant adverse impacts (Policy VII-15). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to wildlife movement. 

 By preserving approximately 90 percent of the project site as permanent open 
space and avoiding impacts to existing habitat connections, the project places 
emphasis on the preservation of large, unbroken blocks of natural open space and 
wildlife habitat areas and protects the integrity of habitat linkages (Policy IV-1). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to grading and geology. 

 Utilizing land-form and contour grading techniques promotes Plan policies 
requiring that manufactured slopes in excess of ten vertical feet be land-form 
graded (Policy IV-12) and other policies encouraging use of land-form grading 
techniques to recreate a natural hillside appearance (Policies V-2 and IV-32). 

 Avoiding development in areas characterized by unstable geologic conditions and 
limiting grading of slopes in excess of 25 percent promotes Plan policies 
restricting structures for human occupation in areas characterized by unstable 
geologic conditions, and limiting grading of slopes in excess of 25 percent (Policy 
V-18); and Plan policies providing that, in areas susceptible to potential 
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seismically induced landslides, avoidance of development over the 
implementation of engineering solutions should be emphasized (Policy V-1). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to fire protection. 

 The Project’s location near the U.S. 101 Freeway and along a major freeway, the 
concentration of development low on slopes and the siting of development to 
minimize impact to nearby sensitive plant species minimizes the threat of loss 
from wildland fires while avoiding the need for massive vegetation clearance 
(Policy V-12); places a higher priority on avoiding development than on designing 
mitigation measures that would require intrusive fuel breaks and fuel modification 
areas (Policy V-10); and locates structures along a paved, all-weather, and 
publicly accessible road in a manner that avoids the need for firefighters to move 
equipment onto private properties without adequate turnaround space (Policy V-
16). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to clustering or development. 

 By preserving substantial open space and the area’s semi-rural appearance through 
the maintenance of rural development standards and the development of large and 
custom lots similar to the surrounding development, the resulting intensity and 
character of the developed area is compatible with the surrounding environment; 
and lot coverage and pad grading will not result in an urban-subdivision 
appearance. 

 In addition, by providing substantial public amenities such as the preservation of 
90 percent of the project site as permanent open space and additional protection of 
environmentally sensitive lands, the project complies with Plan criteria for 
clustered development proposals (Policy VI-18). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to water quality. 

 The proposed Project increases the amount of flat surface area, which creates more 
opportunities for groundwater infiltration, and constructs a debris and detention 
basin that is designed to release a controlled flow of runoff during peak storm 
conditions (Policy IV-28). 

 The Project will implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce runoff 
and erosion. 

 The Project will reduce natural and barren land, thus reducing the amount of 
debris siltation reaching Medea Creek. 

 Erosion control devises will be installed around all construction areas to insure 
that sediment is trapped and properly removed.  Thus, the Project will include 
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provisions to prevent sediments and silts from entering and impacting storm drains 
and waterways (Policy IV-22). 

 The project will prohibit the non-emergency storage of construction or landslide 
materials on the shoulders of roads adjacent to stream banks (Policy IV-23). 

 No buildings will be constructed within a 50-foot flood hazard from the Medea 
Creek capital flood plain boundary.  Thus, the project will provide setbacks from 
natural streams and drainages that are adequate to protect them from development 
impacts in high storm flows (Policy IV-27) and open space will be preserved to 
protect streams and watersheds, to prevent vegetation clearance or grading of steep 
areas and to help reduce development-induced runoff (Policy IV-45).  

 By constructing on-site storm drains, terrace drains and swales, debris basins and a 
separate storm drain system, by creating more opportunities for groundwater 
infiltration, by employing Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce runoff 
and erosion, by reducing the amount of debris siltation reaching Medea Creek, by 
installing erosion control devices and by avoiding development in the Medea 
Creek floodplain, the project promotes Plan policies relating to the protection of 
Malibu Creek and other key watersheds, and the prevention of negative impacts of 
urban and stormwater runoff in streams, to Santa Monica Bay, and to area beaches 
(Policies IV-1 and IV-19). 

The Project promotes Plan goals and policies relating to agency interaction. 

 The Project is consistent with the Plan goal of harmony between the differing 
missions of the individual agencies involved in the planning area. 

 The Project will comply with the applicable regulations of all local, state and 
federal agencies involved in the planning process. 

The Project is consistent with Figure 1 of the Plan relating to location and intensity of 
development. 

 The Project’s location and intensity conforms to the environmental threshold 
carrying capacities as outlined in Figure 1 ~ ‘Environmental Thresholds and 
Appropriate Levels of Development’ (Plan Policy VI-2). 

 In areas with significant environmental features where a certain degree of 
development may be tolerated without significant environmental impacts 
(provided that development is appropriately clustered), where those areas have 
either (1) hillsides with a slope between 25 and 50 percent; (2) high water runoff; 
(3) habitat areas of “candidate” species, riparian and wetland vegetative 
communities, woodland areas, and areas that provide connectivity between core 
wildlife habitats where few linkage options are available; or (4) lands mapped as 
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part of a County Significant Ecological Area (SEA) or a SEA buffer area 
(although development may be clustered into the least sensitive portions of the site 
in order to preserve and protect natural features), land use should be limited to 
undeveloped and developed recreation and low intensity rural use. 

 The Project clusters residential development on gentler slopes in the least 
environmentally sensitive portions of the property, including previously disturbed 
land, in order to maximize open space and to avoid, to the extent feasible, 
sensitive environmental resources, on-site wildlife corridors and habitat linkages 
with adjacent open space. 

 287.77 acres of the more environmentally sensitive portions of the Project site will 
be preserved as permanent undisturbed open space with a funded management 
plan.  An additional 2.62 acres will be preserved in landscape lots and an 
additional 2.83 acres of natural slopes will be located in private lots. 

 Development has been sited to avoid impacts to the federally and state endangered 
Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. 

 The project sites and designs the proposed development to protect significant 
vistas and features. 

 The project seeks to preserve views of Ladyface Mountain and major ridgelines by 
siting lots and roadways to avoid breaking ridgeline views and by concentrating 
development in disturbed areas.  Pads will be sited no higher than 930 feet below 
the ridgeline of Ladyface Mountain, which climbs above the Project from an 
elevation of approximately 1100 feet above Street “E” to the Peak at 2038.  There 
may be some loss of views of the lower reaches of Ladyface Mountain from 
Kanan Road, but the view that gives this Mountain its name and character should 
remain visible for miles.   

 Contour grading techniques will be used to minimize the alteration of natural 
landforms and to smoothly transition manufactured slopes back into natural 
contours of adjacent land. 

The Project appropriately balances competing Plan policies. 

 When reviewing a project for consistency with a general plan, it is important to 
always keep in mind that strict consistency with a plan is not required.  See 
Families Unafraid v. Board of Supervisors, 62 Cal.App. 4th 1332, 1336 (1998). 

 Perfect conformity with each and every Plan policy is not required and is an 
impossible and inappropriate task given the wide range of competing interests that 
the Plan attempts to promote. 
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 Because the various policies promoted by a general plan attempt to balance a 
range of competing interests, the governmental decision maker must be allowed to 
weigh and balance a plan’s policies when applying them, and it has broad 
discretion to construe its policies in light of the plan’s purposes.  See Families 
Unafraid, 62 Cal.App.4th at 1336.  It follows that it is impossible for a project to 
be in perfect conformity with each and every policy set forth in the plan.  See 
Families Unafraid, 62 Cal. App. 4th at 719-20; Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine, 
119 Cal. App. 4th 1261 (2004). 

 Consequently, the law provides that a proposed project is consistent with a general 
plan if it is in overall harmony with the plan, furthers one or more plan policies 
and does not conflict with mandatory plan policies.  See Sequoyah Hills 
Homeowners Ass’n v. City of Oakland, 23 Cal. App. 4th 704 (1993). 

 The planning commission can rely on a substantial body of factual evidence to 
conclude that the Triangle Ranch Project is consistent with the North Area Plan. 

 The Project is in perfect conformity with the vast majority of the applicable goals 
and policies and there is substantial evidence that the Project advances, in most 
respects, the remaining applicable goals and policies. 

 
Grading will conform to the requirements of the Santa Monica Mountains North 
Area Community Standard District. 
 
The burdens of proof set forth above also support the findings required for grading within 
the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Community Standards District.  Those findings 
are as follows: 
 

that the grading will be performed in a manner that minimizes disturbance 
to the natural landscape and terrain through design features for the project, 
such as, but not limited to, locating the building pad in the area of the 
project site with the least slope, clustering structures, and locating the 
project close to a paved street traveled by the public.  Findings shall also be 
made that the grading will be accompanied by other project features that 
maximize preservation of visual quality and community character through 
design features such as, but not limited to, reduced structural height, use of 
architectural features such as shape, materials, and color to promote 
blending with the surrounding environment, and use of locally indigenous 
vegetation for concealment of the project.  
 

County Code section 22.44.133.  As established above, the Project will feature a cluster 
design and generally will limit development to the gentler slopes.  The vast majority of 
grading (89 percent) will occur in the less than 25 percent slope category.  Additionally, 
where grading of slopes is required to create building pad area, that grading has been 

 23  
949091.2 



designed to be “Contour Graded” in order to emulate the natural, existing terrain rather 
than creating flat, straight slopes.  Residences will be located near paved, local 
thoroughfares – Kanan and Cornell Roads.  The Project will rely upon native vegetation 
for landscaping and will take advantage of both the natural terrain and native vegetation 
to minimize the Project’s visual impacts.  Overall, the Project is designed to preserve the 
unique visual quality and character of the community. 
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Section 1 - Introduction

1.1    INTRODUCTION 

Triangle Ranch is a collection of four small residential neighborhoods nestled into a semi-rural setting near Agoura 
Hills, California.  The neighborhoods, totaling 61 lots, are located on either side of Kanan Road and Cornell Road. 
The community seeks to avoid the appearance of a “tract” development through the use of curvilinear roads that 
follow the topography.  This allows residential lots, particularly those within view of public roadways and nearby 
residences, to be sited in such a way as to minimize straight rows of houses.  In addition, large lots that range in 
size from approximately 10,000 square feet to over 20,000 square feet, further serve to avoid that common tract 
appearance of large houses squeezed onto small lots.  To further preserve the existing semi-rural character of Kanan 
Road and Cornell Road, the project maintains a generous setback along these roadways.  In addition, typical street 
lighting and construction of sidewalks, standard curbs, and gutters shall be avoided.

The proposed development has been designed in order to minimize landform alterations and maximize open space. 
To reduce grading, the majority of development will be located on the gentler slopes while avoiding ridgelines.  The 
concentration of residences into four smaller enclaves provides the opportunity for the project to primarily avoid 
the most sensitive resources on the site, such as Lyon’s pentachaeta, dudleya, and Coast Live Oaks.  Of the 136 
oak trees on and/or adjacent to the project site, the project retains 118 trees, or 86%.  Also, where County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department required fuel modification zones may conflict with sensitive resources, individual lots 
have been sited to minimize impacts to nearby sensitive native plant species. 

The neighborhoods will be landscaped almost exclusively with native plant species and local building materials, 
(e.g. local stone for entrance monuments, etc.) in order to blend the development area with the natural character 
of the site and the surrounding environment.  Entrances to each neighborhood enclave, in particular, would receive 
enhanced landscape treatment emphasizing the use of native species, reflective of the existing vegetation along the 
nearby drainage courses.



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, NUVIS & KTGY 2

1.2  PURPOSE OF THE DESIGN GUIDELINES

The purpose of the Design Guidelines is to ensure that the neighborhoods and individual home sites are 
developed in a manner that is sensitive to the surrounding semi-rural character of the site. Thus, the Design 
Guidelines address the following issues:

 •   Community Theme/Context
 •   Landscape Design
 •   Architectural Design

1.3 COMMUNITY THEME/CONTEXT

The rural and open hillside environment (located near Paramount Ranch National Park, The Peter Strauss 
National Park, and the State Malibu Creek State Park) serves as the underlying foundation and context for 
the community. The theme for the Triangle Ranch development will be “California Rustic” – a look and feel 
that compliments the natural setting of the area by utilizing natural materials and native plant species to unify 
the community with its environment. The community should blend in as much as possible through the use of 
contour grading for view-shed preservation, native/naturalized materials in earth-tone hues, native plant species 
in informal patterns, cut-off lighting, low-key signage, and informal architectural massing.  

1.4 LANDSCAPE DESIGN GUIDELINES

Project landscaping will play an important role in maintaining the overall project character and theme while 
minimizing the impact of the development on the environment and view sheds.   Hardscape materials should 
serve to blend into the environment, not conflict with it.  Open space areas should serve as seamless transitions 
between the natural hillsides and the community.  Planting should serve to provide habitat for and reconnect 
wildlife corridors of disturbed areas.   Plant species for roadways, slopes, and open space should be natives which 
grow within the local environment, with water-use appropriate ornamentals restricted to individual landscaped 
lots added for accent and interest.  (See Section 3 for detailed landscape criteria.)

1.5 ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN GUIDELINES

The purpose of the Architectural Design Guidelines is to promote a rich architectural diversity to the 
neighborhoods of Triangle Ranch in which the homes blend gracefully into the bucolic rural environment 
surrounding the site. The goal is to achieve a neighborhood with the appearance of having evolved over time, 
rather than one that seems to have suddenly appeared overnight. A variety of architectural styles, along with 
informal massing of building forms, and the use of textured building materials such as stone, will be used 
to further enhance the relaxed rural character of the neighborhood. Please refer to Section 4 for detailed 
architectural criteria.
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Section 2 - Community Theme,  Context

2.1    DESIGN CONCEPT

To create a rural residential community that avoids the appearance of a ‘tract’ development, the project proposes 
to construct curvilinear roads that follow the site topography.  Proposed residential lots within view of public 
roadways and nearby residences have been sited to minimize straight rows of houses.  Also, large building pads 
and lots are proposed to avoid the common tract appearance of large houses squeezed onto small lots.  To 
preserve the existing semi-rural and rural character of Kanan Road and Cornell Road, the project maintains a 
minimum setback of 50 feet from the future right-of-way for all but three residential lots along those roadways. 
(See Exhibit 1)   In addition, street lighting and construction of sidewalks, standard curbs, and gutters shall 
be avoided.  To reduce grading, the majority of development will be located on the gentler slopes and lots and 
roadways will be designed to avoid ridgelines.  

To minimize grading activites, the project utilizes a few retaining walls where grading occurs in areas of steep 
natural terrain.  Where necessary, these walls will be vegetated to minimize impacts.

Proposed development has been designed in order to minimize landform alterations and maximize open space.  
The concentration of residences in enclaves also permits the project design to partially avoid the most sensitive 
resources on the project site, such as Lyon’s pentachaeta, dudleya and Coast Live Oaks.  Of the 136 oaks on and 
or adjacent to the project site, the project would retain 118 trees, or 86 percent.  Also, where County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department required fuel modification zones may conflict with sensitive resources, individual lot 
have been sited to minimize impacts to nearby sensitive native plant species.

The proposed project would be landscaped almost exclusively with native plant species and local building 
materials (e.g. local stone for entrance monuments, etc.) in order to blend the development area with the natural 
character of the site and the surrounding environment.  Entrances to each project enclave, in particular, would 
receive enhanced landscape treatment emphasizing the use of native plants.  For example, entrance landscaping to 
the enclave east of Cornell Road would use riparian species, reflective of the existing vegetation along the nearby 
drainage course.  While west of Kanan Road, the entrance would feature the use of native grasses and oak trees, 
thus matching this area’s natural environment.  Proposed landscaping is subject to review and approval by the Los 
Angeles County Departments of Regional Planning and Public Works.

A homeowner’s association would be established for the proposed project.  Its primary responsibilities would be 
the maintenance of private roads, security gates, drainage improvements, and common open space.  The home 
builder would be responsible for these functions until the homeowners’ association can be established.
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2.2    OvERvIEw OF PROjECT GOALS

This section provides a summary of the project design goals categorized into three groups:

1.  Topography: Minimize Landform Alterations
 • Use of curvilinear roads that follow topography.  
 • Use of contour grading for view-shed preservation. 
 • Development of large lots (10,000-20,000+sq.ft.)
 • Maintain generous setback from main roads (minimum 50 ft. for all but three lots).
 • Maximize open space.  Open space areas to serve as seamless transitional areas between natural hillsides 
    and the community.
 • Locate development on gentler slopes while avoiding ridgelines.
 • Crib walls utilized for areas with steep terrain.  Walls planted to screen views and soften feel of structure.

2.  Hardscape: Use of Native/Naturalistic Building Materials
 • Use of cut-off lighting.  Lighting to minimally illuminate sign graphics, pilasters and walls with light.   
    Trees and landscape features illuminated by ambient light.  Light fixtures to be ‘low-key” so not to effect 
    night sky. 
 • Use of low-key signage.  Signage materials same as for entry and walls.  
 • Landscape with local building materials (e.g. local stone for entrance monuments).   Natural materials 
    like boulders, stone, rock and decomposed granite from local sources should be used in design of front 
    yards.  
 • Use of materials in earth tone hues.
 • Key intersections and entries may be enhanced with natural and textural concrete enrichments.
 • Curbing to be rolled in areas applicable.
 • Fencing to be view-type.  
 • Terrace drains to be colored concrete (earth tone).

3.  Native Plants: Minimize Impact on Environment
 • No direct impacts to sensitive plant resources of site, such as Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
    Mountain’s Dudleya.
 • Retain high proportion (86%) of oak trees on-site (118/136 preserved).
 • Individual lots sites to minimize fuel modification impacts to sensitive plant species.
 • Landscape “almost exclusively” with native plant species.  Plant species for roadways, slopes and open space areas 
    should be Santa Monica Mountain native species, which grow in the local environment.  Use native species in 
    informal patterns.  Use plants with low-water requirements.  Group together plants of similar water use.  
    Plantings should provide habitat to reconnect wildlife corridors of disturbed areas.
 • Use of ornamental species restricted to individual landscape lots for accent and interest.
 • Use mulch extensively to conserve water.
 • Install efficient irrigation systems that may include drip irrigation and soil moisture sensors.
 • Construction and maintenance activities should include proper use, handling, and storage of pesticides, 
     herbicides, and insecticides to prevent mixing of such  materials with storm waters.

4
ENVICOM

CORP.
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Exhibit 1 
Conceptual Landscape Master Plan
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Section 3 - Landscape Design Guidelines

3.1   OVERVIEW
 
The purpose of the design guidelines is to establish concepts and standards that will contribute to the visual 
character of the Triangle Ranch community identity.  A key to the development of a coordinated project image 
and identity are the project-wide enhancement of local streets, entries and open space.  These 
elements are designed to provide a varied and high quality functional and visual experience within the project.  
The design development of the project focuses on the following areas:

 •  The unification of structural elements of the plan in order to present a coordinated project image;
 •  Incorporation of building and plant materials indigenous to and compatible with the project area in 
      order to develop a project image that is not only unique for Triangle Ranch but that blends 
      harmoniously with the surrounding environment and built community;
 •  Provision for enhanced entries and open spaces; 

The landscaping plan shall reflect the following water conservation methods, whenever feasible: landscape with 
low water using plants, group plants of similar water use to reduce over-irrigation of low water using plants; use 
mulch extensively, since mulch applied on top of soil will improve the water holding capacity of the soil by 
reducing evaporation and soil compaction; and install efficient irrigation systems that minimize runoff and 
evaporation and maximize the water that will reach the plant roots.  Drip irrigation, soil moisture sensors and 
automatic irrigation systems are a few methods of increasing irrigation efficiency.

Landscape Design Goals:
 •  Reinforce the community identity of Triangle Ranch through control of project design elements such 
      as architecture, landscaping, color, paving, walls, fencing, signage, entry treatments, and circulation
 •  Consider topographic, geologic, hydrologic and environmental opportunities and constraints to create 
      a planned community that conforms to the condition of the land
 •  Provide in-depth plant palettes and plant photograph for all planting areas
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Procedures to Conserve Site Resources
Topsoil  
Stockpile native topsoil at onset of grading process.  Use topsoil to amend restoration slopes during final 
grading. The topsoil/mulch salvage operation involves running heavy equipment over the ground sur-
face to crush all small, leftover brush into the surface soil.  After the brush is crushed, the combination of 
mineral soil, organic mulch, and crushed brush is collected by excavating to a depth of 4-6 inches below 
the soil surface.  The amount collected will be determined by how much topsoil is present, and will vary 
throughout the salvage areas.  The soil/mulch is stockpiled, and later applied to all graded slopes, and com-
pacted in place by a studded roller-compactor. 

Rocks and Boulders
Conservation of rock/boulders for construction of walls, for naturalistic landscape display, and for open 
space areas.  Stockpile larger specimens of native rock existing on surface for incorporation onto graded 
slopes.

Chaparral Yucca and Soap Plant
Salvaging, storage and transplantation of a limited number of existing chaparral yuccas (Yucca whipplei 
ssp. intermedia) to open space areas and soap plant bulbs (Chlorogalum pomeridianum) to grassland areas.  

Native Tree and Shrub Mulch
Conversion of branches of all native trees and large shrubs removed through project development into 
mulch to cover ground between plantings.

Plant Palette Concept:
These Design Guidelines dinstinguish the developed portion of Triangle Ranch into five (5) areas:  
 Entries
 Kanan Road & Cornell Road Right-of-Ways
 Kanan Road Slope Treatment
 Frontyards
 Privately Owned Native Planted Slopes
 
Each area has its own individual plant palette.  The plant palettes are comprised of Santa Monica Mountain 
natives, California natives, and regionally compatible, non-invasive, ornamental species which are adapted to similar 
water-uses and exposures.  Refer to Exhibits 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3 for the Landscape Zone Diagrams.  Refer to section 3.6  
for the plant palettes, and section 3.8 for photographs of each species. 

Beyond the developed areas, are the Fuel Modification zones and the undisturbed portions, or Open Space, of the 
Triangle Ranch property.  Refer to section 3.4.1 for information regarding Fuel Modification.  Outside of the Fuel 
Modification zones, the Open Space of Triangle Ranch will remain as it exists today and should be dedicated to a 
public entity such as the Santa Monica Mountains Conservacy.   Relocation of endangered species and/or necessary 
mitigation with Santa Monica Mountains native species may occur in these areas.  

7
ENVICOM
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3.2   COMMUNITY  ENTRY  TREATMENTS
3.2.1    Monumentation and Signage
Careful consideration has been given to the design of the Triangle Ranch community entries.  The design intent 
is the creation of subtle gateways into the project, a feeling of a “sense of arrival”, as well as to provide an 
aesthetically pleasing entry statement in line with the community thematic framework and consistent with 
surrounding neighborhoods.  Entry monumentation will provide initial definition for the site at key access 
points.  Project entries shall be designed with landscaping and architectural treatments that project a high quality 
image, yet rustic character, for the development of the community.  (See Exhibits 2.1 and 2.2)

3.2.2    Lighting
The lighting concept of the entry monumentation features is to minimally illuminate the sign graphics and to 
gently wash the pilasters and portions of the walls with light.  Trees and their landscape features will be 
illuminated by ambient light bounding off the entrance walls.

3.2.3    Planting Concept
Native species in informal meandering patterns reflective of the surrounding natural landscape character will be 
used at the entry treatments.  (See Exhibits 2.1 and 2.2)

Exhibit 2.1
Entry Monumentation - Kanan Road
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Exhibit 2.2
Entry Monumentation - Cornell Road
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3.3   KANAN ROAD
3.3.1    Design Concepts

Exhibit 3
Kanan Road (North)  Right-of-way  Concept

SECTION

PLAN

PERSPECTIVE
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Exhibit 4
Kanan Road (South) Right-of-way Concept

SECTION

PLAN

PERSPECTIVE
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3.3.2    Lighting (Vehicular & Pedestrian)
All streets in Triangle Ranch shall have uniform lighting standards with regard to style, materials, and colors in 
order to ensure consistent design.  Lighting fixtures shall be low-key (as not to effect the night sky)  and well 
integrated into the visual environment and the appropriate architectural theme.  
 
3.3.3    Signage
Consistent with the overall architectural character of the project, all signage within Triangle Ranch shall be of a 
relatively low-key appearance.  Signage should incorporate the same forms and materials as the entry and walls.

3.3.4    Curbing/Roadway Materials
Roadways shall blend with the existing materials of Kanan Road and Cornell Road.  Key intersections and entries 
may be enhanced with natural colored and/or textured concrete enrichments.  Curbing  shall be rolled-type in 
areas applicable.
  
3.3.5    Fencing/Walls
Fencing within Triangle Ranch shall be view-type and constructed of materials consistent with the architectural 
character.  Any necessary retaining walls should be planted in such a manner as to screen them from view and 
soften the overall feel of the structure.

3.3.6    Planting Concept
Native species in informal patterns reflective of the surrounding natural landscape character will be used along the 
right-of-ways/streetscapes.  To acheive the look and function of berming without invasive grading activities, large 
and medium size native shrub species should be planted in meandering drifts.  Understory shrubs, groundcovers, 
grasses, and perennials should be utilized in natural patterns.    (See Exhibit 3.1, 3.2, and 4)

12
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3.4   OPEN SPACE,  ENVIRONMENT

3.4.1   Fuel Modification
The Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines (adopted January 1998) require 
all subdivisions within areas designated as a Very High Fire Hazad Severity Zone to provide a fuel modification 
plan.  The Plan must establish a 200-foot wide fuel modification area that is subdivided into three distinct 
zones.  According to the Plan Guidelines, “a fuel modification zone is a strip of land where combustible native 
or ornamental vegetation has been modified and/or partially or totally replaced with drought tolerant, fire 
resistant plants”.  Each fuel modification zone has specific improvement and maintenenace requirements.  
Since the proposed project does not depict specific locations for houses or other combustible structures, the 
Fuel Modification Plan locates the 200’ wide fuel modification zone adjacent to the rear and/or side of each 
proposed residential building pad.  Fuel modification will be customized to provide for adquate fire protection 
and species protection.  Clearance will be conducted by the Home Owner’s Association in ways specified in the 
CCR’s.  

The Fuel Modification Plan is shown on Exhibit 5.  Exhibit 6 presents a representative cross-section of the 
fuel modification zones.  Local Fire Department representatives have stated that stands of Endangered Species 
located within a Fuel Modification area can be protected through careful timing of Fuel Modification activities 
to occur after the blooming period and/or selective removal of any non-native fuel species located near or 
within the stand.

For additional and more detailed information on Fuel Modification plans for Triangle Ranch, refer to the 
Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan dated June 22, 2007 by Envicom Corporation.

13
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Exhibit 5
Fuel Modification Plan

14

NOTE: For additional and more detailed information on Fuel Modification 
plans for Triangle Ranch, refer to the Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan 
dated June 22, 2007 by Envicom Corporation.
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Exhibit 6
Fuel Modification Cross-sections

15

NOTE: For additional and more detailed information on Fuel Modification 
for Triangle Ranch, refer to the Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan dated 
June 22, 2007 by Envicom Corporation.
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Zone A is a 20’ wide “Setback Zone” located immediately adjacent to combustible structures (i.e., houses), 
attached accessory structures, appendages and projects.  Most of the vegetation within this zone is limited 
to groundcover, lawns and a select number of ornamental plants (e.g., herbaceous perennials or low shrubs).   
Preliminary discussions with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department indicate that the rare and endangered 
species located within Zone A will not require removal because they are annuals.  Zone A is an irrigated zone; 
however, irrigation in the vicinity of native Oak trees will be located beyond the dripline and directed away from 
the trees.

Zone B is an “Irrigation Zone” located adjacent to Zone A.  Usually extending 100 feet from the edge of 
combustible structures (80’ from the edge of Zone A), the width of Zone B will be determined on a lot by lot basis 
and will vary depending on possible site conditions such as grading, vegetation to be preserved, etc.  With the 
possible exception of specimen native vegetation that is approved for retention, “irrigated surface fuels” in this zone 
will be maintained at a height not to exceed 18 inches.  Remaining native vegetation will be thinned out to provide 
a 30-foot distance between any tree canopies and a separation distance between shrubs which is a minimum of 
three times the diameter of the shrub.  Special consideration will be given to the rare and endangered plant species 
located within Zone B.  Preliminary conversations with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department indicated 
that such species in Zone B will not require removal; however, such species are not compatible with supplemental 
irrigation.

Zone C is a “thinning zone” located adjacent to Zone B.  The width of Zone C will vary depending on the ultimate 
designated width of Zone B, but averages about 100 feet in width.  However, the combined width of Zones A, B 
and C will not exceed 200 feet except under very unusual conditions.  Fuel modification within Zone C entails 
removal of undesirable existing vegetation, thinning of natural vegetation and removal of lowest 18 inches of 
vegetation from the ground (excluding rare or endangered species),  and some replacement planting if necessary to 
meet minimum slope coverage requirements.

3.4.2    Drainage
Open space areas should be designed and graded in such a way as to minimize any additional project runoff into 
Medea Creek through plantings.  The slopes of the earthen Debris Basin shall be planted with appropriate native 
species.

3.4.3   Planting Concept
Native species in informal patterns will provide a smooth transition into the surrounding natural environment, 
connecting the community with the local habitat and wildlife corridors.

16
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3.5  Front Yards
3.5.1  Design Concept

Exhibit 7.1
Sample Front Yard Landscape Concept Plan

17



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, NUVIS

3.5.2  Materials
Natural materials like boulders, stone, rock, and decomposed granite from local sources should be used in the 
design of the front yards.  Utilizing these materials in a variety of horizontal plane and vertical plane applications 
will provide community design continuity and help to achieve a neighborhood with the appearance of having 
evolved over time.  (See Exhibit 6.2 below)

3.5.3  Planting Concept
Planting for the Individual Lots should compliment the architecture and be informal in character.  Plant species 
may be a mix of natives and water-use appropriate, non-invasive ornamentals grouped into zones based upon 
exposure/microclimate conditions.  (See Exhibit 7.2 below and Section 3.6, Plant Palette)

18
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Sample Front Yard Landscape Imagery
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North Area
See Enlargement

South Area
See Enlargement

Exhibit 8.1
Overall Landscape Zone Diagram

19
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Exhibit 8.2
North Area Enlargement - Landscape Zone Diagram
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Exhibit 8.3
South Area Enlargement - Landscape Zone Diagram
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3.6 PLANT PALETTES

The planting design intent for the developed portions of the Triangle Ranch is to utilize species native to the Santa 
Monica Mountains and Triangle Ranch property, species native to California, and non-invasive species adapted to 
the surrounding Oak Woodland, Riparian Woodland, Valley Grassland, and Chaparral communities in patterns 
that closely resemble the natural distribution found in the undisturbed areas.  

Native status of species
The following plant palettes provide indication of the native status of each species.  Information is based upon plant 
species distribution data from the Calflora Database (www.calflora.org), the UC Jepson Flora Project 
(ucjeps.berkeley.edu), and documentation prepared for these Design Guidelines by Envicom Coroporation.
 
 One asterisk*    Species native to California
 
 Two asterisks**  Species native to Santa Monica Mountains
 
 Three asterisks***  Species documented as native to Triangle Ranch
           (Documented in Biota Report for the Beautiful Homes Site, Envicom Corporation, March 10.  
    1998, Appendix A, or observed by Mr. Tom Hayduk, Envicom Corporation on field visits in 
    August 2006.)
 
 (No asterisk)  Non-native species

Landscape Zone / Plant Palette Areas 
The developed areas of Triangle Ranch are divided into the following landscape zones.   Additionaly, two plant 
palettes are included to provide for specific Oak Tree and Mitigation situations. 
   
 ENTRIES        
 
 KANAN ROAD & CORNELL ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAYS   
 
 KANAN ROAD SLOPE TREATMENT    
 
 FRONT YARDS        
 
 PRIVATELY OWNED NATIVE PLANTED SLOPE    
 
           OAK TREE  PALETTE       
 
           MITIGATION - LARGE SHRUBS       
 
Refer to Exhibits 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3  for the Landscape Zone Diagram. 

Note: The Front Yards zone contains several non-native, non-invasive species adapted to the local climate, with some special 
selections for use in microclimatic areas created by structures (ie. Camelia for a shady north facing spot close to the dwelling).  
The Front Yards palette may be expanded to include any of the locally native species listed.

22
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ENTRIES

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Cercis occidentalis*   Western Redbud   Deciduous flowering accent, 6-16’x10’-20’
Lyonothamnus flor. ssp. asplenifolius*  Fernleaf Catalina Ironwood  Evergreen feature, 20-35’x10’-15’
Platanus racemosa* **   California Sycamore  Deciduous feature, 40’x30’
Populus fremontii***   Western Cottonwood  Deciduous, 40’-60’x20’-30’
Quercus agrifolia ssp. a.***   Coast Live Oak   Evergreen oak, 20’-50’x35’+
Quercus lobata***    Valley Oak   Deciduous oak, fall color, 40’-60’x40’-60’

LARGE SHRUBS
Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*   California Grape   Evergreen, 5’x5’
Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*   Mountain Lilac   Evergreen flowering, 12’-20’x15’-20’
Rhamnus crocea*    Redberry    Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Artemisia californica***   California Sagebrush  Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-5’x3’-5’
Ceanothus ‘Wheeler Canyon’*  Blue Mountain Lilac  Evergreen accent, showy flowers, 4’x4’ 
Epilobium canum ssp. canum***  California-fuchsia  Evergreen accent, showy, Crib wall, 2’x4’
Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’*  Ken Taylor Flannel Bush  Evergreen, showy flowers, 3’-4’x6’-8’
 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Armeria maritima ssp. californica*  California Sea Pink  Understory masses, 8”-12”x 8”-12”
Heuchera hyb.*    Coral Bells   Accent drifts, Understory, 12”-18”x12”-18”
Iris douglasiana - Hybrids*   Alum Root Hybrids  Mixed Accent Drifts, Understory, 12”-18”x1’-2’
Keckiella cordifolia***   Heart-leaf Penstemon  Vining shrub, likes cool roots, 3’x4’

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Elymus glaucus**    Blue Wild Rye   Bunchgrass, under oaks, 3’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Muhlenbergia rigens**   Deergrass   Use with Sycamores, 3’x3’
Sisyrinchium bellum***   Blue-Eyed Grass   Reseeds, 1’x1’
 

23
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KANAN ROAD & CORNELL ROAD RIGHT-OF-wAYS

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Mimulus (Diplacus) aurantiacus***  Bush Monkey Flower  Evergreen (Hydroseed) 2’-3’x2’-3’
Symphoricarpos mollis**   Creeping Snowberry  Deciduous, wildlife value, 2’x3’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Eriogonum elo. var. elongatum***  Long-Stem Buckwheat  Tough, 2’x1’(Hydroseed)
Penstemon hetero. var. australis***  Foothill Penstemon  Abundant flowers, 1’x2’
Salvia spathacea**    Hummingbird Sage  Attracts Hummingbirds, 12”-18”(Hydroseed)
Venegasia carpesioides***   Canyon Sunflower  Bright yellow sunflower, 3’x3’

GROUNDCOvERS
Achillea millefolium**   Common Yarrow   Can be turf substitute,1’-2’x1’-2’ (Hydroseed)

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**  California Barley   Bunchgrass , 2’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Nassella pulchra***    Purple Needle Grass  California state grass, 2’x1’ (Hydroseed)

wILDFLOwERS
Eschscholzia california**   California Poppy   6”-15” (Hydroseed)
Gilia capitata**    Globe Gilia   Robust, 2’ (Hydroseed)
Lupinus bicolor**    Annual Lupine   (Hydroseed )
Lupinus latifolius**   Big-leaf Lupine   (Hydroseed)
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KANAN ROAD SLOPE TREATMENT

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Platanus racemosa* **   California Sycamore  Deciduous feature, 40’x30’
Populus fremontii***   Western Cottonwood  Deciduous, 40’-60’x20’-30’

LARGE SHRUBS
Aesculus californica*   California Buckeye  Deciduous flowering, 15’-30’x15’-30’ 
Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*   California Grape   Evergreen, 5’x5’
Ceanothus ‘Concha’*   California Mountain Lilac  Evergreen flowering, 5’-6’x8’-10’
Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*   Mountain Lilac   Evergreen flowering, 12’-20’x12’-20’
Heteromeles arbutifolia**   Toyon    Evergreen, wildlife value, 8’-20’x10’-20’
Holodiscus discolor**   Cream Bush   Deciduous, flowering, 6’x8’, showy
Mahonia ‘Golden Abundance’*  Oregon Grape Hybrid  Evergreen shrub, fruit, 4’-8’x4’-6’
Prunus ilicifolia ssp. ilicifolia***  Hollyleaf Cherry   Evergreen flowering, slow to 25’
Quercus berberidifolia***   Scrub Oak   Evergreen, 6’x6’
Rhamnus californica ssp. california***  California Coffeeberry  Evergreen shrub, 5’x5’
Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’*  Coffeeberry   Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Rhamnus crocea*    Redberry    Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Artemisia californica***   California Sagebrush  Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-5’x3’-5’
Brickellia californica***   California Brickelbush  Deciduous, fragrant, Crib wall, 4’x3’
Epilobium canum ssp. canum***  California-fuchsia  Evergreen accent, showy, Crib wall, 2’x4’
Eriogonum fas. ssp. foliolosum***  California Buckwheat  Evergreen, wildlife value, (Hydroseed)
Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’*  Ken Taylor Flannel Bush  Evergreen, showy flowers, 3’-4’x6’-8’
Mimulus (Diplacus) aurantiacus***  Bush Monkey Flower  Evergreen, Crib wall (Containers) 
Ribes aureum var. gracillimum***  Golden Currant   Deciduous, wildlife value
Ribes speciosum***   Fuchsia Flowering Gooseberry Deciduous, wildlife value
Rosa californica***   California Wild Rose  Deciduous, showy flowers 
Salvia apiana***    White Sage   Evergreen (Hydroseed)
Symphoricarpos mollis**   Creeping Snowberry  Deciduous, wildlife value, 2’x3’
Woodwardia fimbriata**   Giant Chain Fern   Fern, 4’x4’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Acourtia microcephala***   Sacapellote   Slope stabilizer, 3’x2’, (Hydroseed)
Dudleya pulverulenta***   Chalk Dudleya   Succluent, Crib wall, 1’x1’
Keckiella cordifolia***   Heart-leaf Penstemon  Vining shrub, likes cool roots, 3’x4’
Lotus scoparius var. scoparius***  Deerweed   Yellow pea flowers, 2’x3’ (Hydroseed)
Penstemon centranthifolius**  Scarlet Bugler   Accent, Crib wall
Penstemon hetero. var. australis***  Foothill Penstemon  Abundant flowers , Crib wall, 1’x2’
Solidago californica**   California Goldenrod  Attracts butterflies, Spreading habit
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KANAN ROAD SLOPE TREATMENT (Cont.)

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

GROUNDCOvERS
Achillea millefolium**   Common Yarrow   Can be turf substitute (Hydroseed)
Baccharis pilularis ‘Twin Peaks’*  Coyote Brush   12”-18”x6’-12” 
Ceanothus griseus ‘Yankee Point’*  Yankee Point Ceanothus  North & East slopes, 2’-3’x8’-10’

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Elymus glaucus**    Blue Wild Rye   Bunchgrass, under oaks, 3’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Leymus condensatus***   Giant Wildrye   Tall, good on slopes, 6’x3’
Muhlenbergia rigens**   Deergrass   Use with Sycamores, 1’-3’x2’-3’
Sisyrinchium bellum***   Blue-Eyed Grass   Reseeds, 8”-12”

wILDFLOwERS
Chorizanthe staticoides***   Turkish Rugging   (Hydroseed)
Lupinus bicolor**    Annual Lupine   (Hydroseed )
Lupinus latifolius**   Big-leaf Lupine   (Hydroseed)
Madia elegans***    Common Madia   (Hydroseed)

vINES
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata***  Chaparral Honeysuckle  Evergreen, wildlife value, under oaks
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FRONT YARDS  

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Agonis flexuosa    Peppermint Tree   Evergreen accent, 25’-35’
Alnus rhombifolia**   White Alder   Evergreen shade, 30’-60’
Cercis occidentalis*   Western Redbud   Deciduous flowering accent, 6-16’x10’-20’
Chitalpa tashkentensis   Chitalpa    Deciduous flowering accent, 20’-30’ 
Lagerstroemia indica   Crape Myrtle   Deciduous flowering accent, 15’-25’
Lyonothamnus flor. ssp. asplenifolius*  Fernleaf Catalina Ironwood  Evergreen feature, 20-35’x10’-15’
Platanus racemosa* **   California Sycamore  Deciduous feature, 40’x30’
Pyrus calleryana ‘Stone Hill’   Stone Hill Callery Pear  Deciduous flowering, fall color, 15’-25’
Quercus agrifolia ssp. a.***   Coast Live Oak   Evergreen oak, 20’-50’x35’+

LARGE SHRUBS
Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*   California Grape   Evergreen, 5’x5’
Camellia sp.    Camellia    Evergreen flowering, shade 
Rhamnus crocea*    Redberry    Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Ceanothus ‘Wheeler Canyon’*  Blue Mountain Lilac  Evergreen accent, showy flowers 
Cistus purpureus    Orchid Rockrose   Evergreen accent, showy flowers
Epilobium canum ssp. canum***  California-fuchsia  Evergreen accent, showy
Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’*  Ken Taylor Flannel Bush  Evergreen, showy flowers
Grevillea ‘Noellii’   NCN    Evergreen accent 
Lavandula angustifolia   English Lavender   Evergreen, fragrant
Rosmarinus officinals   Rosemary   Evergreen, foundation
Salvia leucantha    Mexican Bush Sage  Evergreen, showy flowers
Santolina chamaecyparissus  Lavender Cotton   Evergreen, showy flowers

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Armeria maritima ssp. californica*  California Sea Pink  Understory masses 
Heuchera hyb.*    Coral Bells   Accent drifts, Understory
Iris douglasiana - Hybrids*   Alum Root Hybrids  Mixed Accent Drifts, Understory
Keckiella cordifolia***   Heart-leaf Penstemon  Vining shrub, likes cool roots, 3’x4’
Penstemon centranthifolius**  Scarlet Bugler   Accent

GROUNDCOvERS
Achillea millefolium**   Common Yarrow   Can be turf substitute (Hydroseed)
Artemisia californica ‘Montara’*  Montara Sagebrush  Dense mat, aromatic, 2’x4’
Arctostaphylos ‘Pacific Mist’ *  Pacific Mist Manzanita  Red Stems, 2’x5’-6’ 
Baccharis pilularis ‘Twin Peaks’*  Coyote Brush   Small toothed leaves, 1’x4’ 
Cotoneaster dammeri ‘Lowfast’  Bearberry Cotoneaster  Masses, 12”x 12’-15’ 
Salvia leucophylla ‘Point Sal’*  Point Sal Spreader   Fast growth, 3’x6’
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FRONT YARDS (Cont.)  

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Helictotrichon sempervirens  Blue Oak Grass   Accent masses, 1’-2’x1’-2’ 
Leymus condensatus***   Giant Wildrye   Tall, good on slopes, 6’x3’
Muhlenbergia rigens**   Deergrass   Use with Sycamores, 3’x3’
Pennisetum set. ‘Rubrum’   Red Fountain Grass  Large accent, 3’-5’x2’-5’
Phormium tenax    New Zealand Flax   Many colors and sizes, accent
Sisyrinchium bellum***   Blue-Eyed Grass   Reseeds, 8”-12”

vINES
Bougainvillea sp.    Bougainvillea   Evergreen, Colorful
Vitis girdiana**    Southern Calif. Grape  Deciduous
Rubus ursinus**    California Blackberry  Deciduous, fruit, needs water
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PRIvATELY OwNED NATIvE PLANTED SLOPE

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Populus fremontii***   Western Cottonwood  Deciduous, 40’-60’x20’-30’
Quercus lobata***    Valley Oak   Deciduous oak, fall color, 40’-60’x40’-60’

LARGE SHRUBS
Baccharis pilularis ssp. consanguinea**  Coyote Brush   Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-6’
Heteromeles arbutifolia**   Toyon    Evergreen, wildlife value, 8’-20’x10’-20’
Holodiscus discolor**   Cream Bush   Deciduous flowering, 6’x8’ 
Quercus berberidifolia***   Scrub Oak   Evergreen, dense foliage, 6’x6’
Rhamnus californica ssp. california***  California Coffeeberry  Evergreen, fruit bering, 5x5
Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’*  Coffeeberry   Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Rhus ovata***    Sugar Bush   Evergreen flowering, 15’-20’x15’-25’
Sambucus mexicana***   Blue Elderberry   Deciduous, wildlife value, 15’x20’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Brickellia californica***   California Brickelbush  Deciduous, fragrant, Crib wall, 4’x3’
Eriogonum fas. ssp. foliolosum***  California Buckwheat  Evergreen, wildlife value, (Hyrdoseed)
Hazardia squ. var. grindelioides***  Saw-Toothed Goldenbush  Perennial (Hydroseed), 3’x5’ 
Ribes aureum var. gracillimum***  Golden Currant   Deciduous, wildlife value
Rosa californica***   California Wild Rose  Deciduous, showy flowers, 4’x6’ 
Salvia apiana***    White Sage   Evergreen, 3’-5’x3’-4’ (Hydroseed)
Woodwardia fimbriata**   Giant Chain Fern   Fern, 4’x4’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Acourtia microcephala***   Sacapellote   Slope stabilizer, 3’x2’ (Hydroseed)
Artemisia douglasiana***   Mugwort   Aromatic, 3’x3’
Asclepias fascicularis***   Narrow-leaf Milkweed  Attracts Monarchs, Winter dormant, 3’x3’
Dudleya pulverulenta***   Chalk Dudleya   Succluent, Crib wall, 1’x1’
Eriogonum elo. var. elongatum***  Long-Stem Buckwheat  Tough, 2’x1’, (Hydroseed)
Helianthus gracilentus***   Slender Sunflower  Attracts butterflies, 3’x2’ (Hydroseed)
Lotus scoparius var. scoparius***  Deerweed   Yellow pea flowers, 2’x3’ (Hydroseed)
Penstemon hetero. var. australis***  Foothill Penstemon  Abundant flowers , Crib wall, 1’x2’
Potentilla glan.ssp. glandulosa***  Sticky Cinqufoil   Small flowers, 1’x2’ 
Salvia spathacea**    Hummingbird Sage  Attracts Hummingbirds, (Hydroseed)
Solidago californica**   California Goldenrod  Attracts butterflies, Spreading habit, 2’x3’
Venegasia carpesioides***   Canyon Sunflower  Bright yellow sunflower, 3’x3’
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PRIvATELY OwNED NATIvE PLANTED SLOPE (Cont.)

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Chlorogalum pomeridianum***  Soap Plant   Bulb, basal leaves, tall flower stalks, 3’x1’
Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**  California Barley   Bunchgrass, 2’x1’, (Hydroseed)
Leymus condensatus***   Giant Wildrye   Tall, good on slopes, 6’x3’
Nassella pulchra***    Purple Needle Grass  California state grass, 2’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Yucca whipplei ssp. intermedia***  Our Lord’s Candle   Accent (relocated from site)

wILDFLOwERS
Eschscholzia california**   California Poppy   (Hydroseed)
Chorizanthe staticoides***   Turkish Rugging   Attract butterflies, 3’x2’ (Hydroseed)
Clarkia unguiculata***   Elegant Clarkia    (Hydroseed)
Eriophyllum confertiflorum var. c.***  Golden Yarrow   (Hydroseed)
Gilia capitata**    Globe Gilia   Robust (Hydroseed)
Hemizonia fasciculata***   Slender Tarweed   (Hydroseed)
Lupinus bicolor**    Annual Lupine   (Hydroseed )
Lupinus latifolius**   Big-leaf Lupine   (Hydroseed)
Madia elegans***    Common Madia   (Hydroseed)
Phacelia tanacetifolia**   Lacy Phacelia   Heavy bloom (Hydroseed)
Trichostema lanceolatum***   Vinegar Weed   Aromatic (Hydroseed)

vINES
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata***  Chaparral Honeysuckle  Evergreen, wildlife value, under oaks
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OAK TREE PALETTE

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME   COMMENTS

TREES
Quercus agrifolia ssp. a.***   Coast Live Oak   Evergreen oak, 20’-50’x35’+
Quercus lobata***    Valley Oak   Deciduous oak, fall color, 40’-60’x40’-60’

MEDIUM SHRUB
Ribes speciosum***   Fuchsia Flowered Gooseberry Deciduous, wildlife value, 4’-8’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Potentilla glan.ssp. glandulosa***  Sticky Cinqufoil   
Salvia spathacea**    Hummingbird Sage  Attracts Hummingbirds, 12”-18” (Hydroseed)
Venegasia carpesioides***   Canyon Sunflower  Bright yellow sunflower, 1’x2’

GRASS
Elymus glaucus**    Blue Wild Rye   Bunchgrass, under oaks, 3’x1’ (Hydroseed)

vINE
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata***  Chaparral Honeysuckle  Evergreen, wildlife value, under oaks

MITIGATION - LARGE SHRUBS

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME   COMMENTS

LARGE SHRUBS
Aesculus californica*   California Buckeye  Deciduous flowering,  
Ceanothus ‘Concha’*   California Mountain Lilac  Evergreen flowering, 5’-6’x8’-10’
Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*   Mountain Lilac   Evergreen flowering, 12’-20’x15’-20’
Heteromeles arbutifolia**   Toyon    Evergreen, wildlife value, 8’-20’x10’-20’
Holodiscus discolor**   Cream Bush   Deciduous flowering, 6’x8’ 
Mahonia ‘Golden Abundance’*  Oregon Grape Hybrid  Evergreen, fruit, 4’-8’x4’-6’
Prunus ilicifolia ssp. ilicifolia***  Hollyleaf Cherry   Evergreen flowering, slow to 25’
Quercus berberidifolia***   Scrub Oak   Evergreen, 6’x6’
Rhamnus californica ssp. california***  California Coffeeberry  Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Sambucus mexicana***   Blue Elderberry   Deciduous, wildlife value, 15’x20’

GRASSES
Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**  California Barley   Bunchgrass (Hydroseed)
Nassella pulchra***    Purple Needle Grass  California state grass (Hydroseed)
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Exhibit 9
Plant Photographs

The following pages provide photographs of the species listed on all of the palettes, organized by plant type and listed alphabetically 
by botanic name.   Colored squares indicate and correspond to the specific Landscape Zone/Plant Palette(s) in which the plant is 
listed (see page xx for more information).

Alnus rhombifolia**
White Alder

Agonis flexuosa
Peppermint Tree

Cercis occidentalis*
Western Redbud

TREES

32



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, NUVIS

Chitalpa tashkentensis
Chitalpa 

Lagerstroemia indica
Crape Myrtle 

Lyonothamnus flor. ssp. asplenifolius*
Fernleaf Catalina Ironwood 

TREES (Cont.)
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TREES (Cont.)

Platanus racemosa***
California Sycamore 

Populus fremontii***
Western Cottonwood

Pyrus calleryana ‘Stone Hill’ 
Stone Hill Callery Pear (aka - Chanticleer, Stonehill, Glen’s Form)

The growth habit is
dense, narrowly
pyramidal, and evenly
branched with crisp,
glossy green foliage.
New growth shows a
reddish tint.  It has a
heavy abundance of
single white flowers in
the spring and
outstanding reddish-
orange to purple fall
color.

Mature height is 30-35
feet with a spread of
15-18 feet.

Cold hardy to
U.S.D.A.  Zone 5.
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Quercus agrifolia ssp. a.*** 
Coast Live Oak 

Quercus lobata***
Valley Oak
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Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*
California Grape 

Aesculus californica*
California Buckeye

Camellia sp.
Camellia 

LARGE SHRUBS

36

Baccharis pilularis ssp. consanguinea** 
Coyote Brush
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Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*
Mountain Lilac 

Ceanothus ‘Concha’*
California Mountain Lilac

Heteromeles arbutifolia**
Toyon 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Mahonia ‘Golden Abundance’*
Oregon Grape Hybrid

Holodiscus discolor**
Cream Bush

Prunus ilicifolia ssp. ilicifolia*** 
Hollyleaf Cherry 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Rhamnus californica ssp. california***   
California Coffeeberry

Quercus berberidifolia***
Scrub Oak

Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’* 
Coffeeberry 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Rhus ovata***
Sugar Bush

Rhamnus crocea*
Redberry 

Sambucus mexicana***
Blue Elderberry 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Ceanothus ‘Wheeler Canyon’*
Blue Mountain Lilac

Artemisia californica***
California Sagebrush 

Epilobium canum ssp. canum***
California-fuchsia 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS

Brickellia californica***
California Brickelbush 

Cistus purpureus
Orchid Rockrose
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Grevillea ‘Noellii’ 
NCN

Eriogonum fas. ssp. foliolosum***
California Buckwheat 

Hazardia squ. var. grindelioides*** 
Saw-Toothed Goldenbush 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS (Cont.)

Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’*
Ken Taylor Flannel Bush

Lavandula angustifolia 
English Lavender  
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Mimulus (Diplacus) aurantiacus***
Bush Monkey Flower 

Rosa californica***   
California Wild Rose 

Ribes aureum var. gracillimum*** 
Golden Currant

Ribes speciosum***   
Fuchsia Flowering Gooseberry 

Rosmarinus officinals  
Rosemary 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Salvia apiana***
White Sage 

Symphoricarpos mollis**  
Creeping Snowberry 

Salvia leucantha  
Mexican Bush Sage

Santolina chamaecyparissus  
Lavender Cotton 

Woodwardia fimbriata**
Giant Chain Fern 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Acourtia microcephala***
Sacapellote

Asclepias fascicularis*** 
Narrow-leaf Milkweed 

Armeria maritima ssp. californica* 
California Sea Pink

Artemisia douglasiana***  
Mugwort 

Dudleya pulverulenta***
Chalk Dudleya 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
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Eriogonum elo. var. elongatum***
Long-Stem Buckwheat

Iris douglasiana - Hybrids*
Alum Root Hybrids 

Helianthus gracilentus***
Slender Sunflower

Heuchera hybrids*
Coral Bells 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS (Cont.)

Keckiella cordifolia***
Heart-leaf Penstemon 
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Lotus scoparius var. scoparius***
Deerweed

Potentilla glan.ssp. glandulosa***
Sticky Cinqufoil 

Penstemon centranthifolius**
Scarlet Bugler

Penstemon hetero. var. australis*** 
Foothill Penstemon 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS (Cont.)

Solidago californica**
California Goldenrod 
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Salvia spathacea**
Hummingbird Sage
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Achillea millefolium**
Common Yarrow 

Baccharis pilularis ‘Twin Peaks’*
Coyote Brush 

Artemisia californica ‘Montara’*
Montara Sagebrush

Arctostaphylos ‘Pacific Mist’* 
Pacific Mist Manzanita 

GROUNDCOVERS

Ceanothus griseus ‘Yankee Point’*
Yankee Point Ceanothus 

48

Venegasia carpesioides***
Canyon Sunflower 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS (Cont.)
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Cotoneaster dammeri ‘Lowfast’
Bearberry Cotoneaster 

Elymus glaucus**
Blue Wild Rye 

Salvia leucophylla ‘Point Sal’* 
Point Sal Spreader 

Chlorogalum pomeridianum***
Soap Plant 

GROUNDCOVERS (Cont.)

Helictotrichon sempervirens
Blue Oak Grass

Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**
California Barley 

GRASSES/IRIS/LILY
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Muhlenbergia rigens**
Deergrass

Leymus condensatus***
Giant Wildrye

Nassella pulchra*** 
Purple Needle Grass

Pennisetum set. ‘Rubrum’
Red Fountain Grass 

GRASSES/IRIS/LILY (Cont.)

Phormium tenax
New Zealand Flax

Sisyrinchium bellum***
Blue-Eyed Grass 
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Chorizanthe staticoides***
Turkish Rugging

Eschscholzia california**
California Poppy

Clarkia unguiculata***
Elegant Clarkia

Eriophyllum confertiflorum var. c.***
Golden Yarrow 

WILDFLOWERS

Gilia capitata**
Globe Gilia

Hemizonia fasciculata***
Slender Tarweed 
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Lupinus latifolius**
Big-leaf Lupine

Lupinus bicolor**
Annual Lupine

Madia elegans***
Common Madia

Phacelia tanacetifolia**
Lacy Phacelia 

WILDFLOWERS (Cont.)

Trichostema lanceolatum***
Vinegar Weed 
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Vitis girdiana**
Southern Calif. Grape

Bougainvillea sp.
Bougainvillea

Rubus ursinus**
California Blackberry

Lonicera subspicata var. denudata***
Chaparral Honeysuckle 

VINES

Yucca whipplei ssp. intermedia***
Our Lord’s Candle 

RELOCATED SPECIES
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3.7  EndangErEd SpEciES  

Existing stands of Lyons pentacheta shall remain and be protected.  Refer to the Landscape Zone Diagrams, 
Exhibits 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3.  Stands of Lyons pentachaeta located within Fuel Modification Zones shall be 
protected.  Refer to section 3.4.1, Fuel Modification for additional information.

General Species Description and Status

Pentachaeta lyonii is a 6 to 48 cm (2.4 to 18.9 in.) tall annual in the aster family (Asteraceae) with yellow flowers that bloom in late 
spring (April to June).  Pentachaeta lyonii is found on clay soils in ecotonal areas between grasslands and shrublands.  The grassland 
habitat in which Pentachaeta lyonii occurs is largely dominated by introduced old world grass and herb genera such as Avena, 
Brassica, Bromus, Centaurea, and Erodium. Several native plant species are present in these grasslands, including the bunch grass 
Nassella pulchra.  Pentachaeta lyonii occupies pocket grassland sites that intergrade with shrublands, and the edges of roads and trails. 
Species typically associated with P. lyonii include Chorizanthe staticoides (turkish rugging), Calochortus catalinae (Catalina 
mariposa lily), Nassella pulchra (purple needle-grass), and annual members of the phlox family (Polemoniaceae) (Thomas and 
Danielsen 1984).  Habitat of P. lyonii is characterized by a low percentage of total plant cover and exposed soils with a microbiotic 
crust (Belnap 1990), partially assisting in reducing competition with other species.  Primary threats include those that eliminate 
populations during construction. Secondary threats include the influence of the project on the surrounding environment in the form 
of local disturbance facilitating the introduction of competitive weeds and alteration of ecosystem processes.

 ( Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Register Environmental Documents - http://www.epa.gov/docs/fedrgstr/
EPA-SPECIES/1997/January/Day-29/e2059.htm )

Pentachaeta lyonii (Chaetopappa lyonii)
Lyons pentachaeta/Pygmy Daisy
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Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia 
Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya

55

Existing stands of Dudleya shall remain and be protected.
(Triangle Ranch Draft Environmental Impact Report, March 2005)  

Refer to the Landscape Zone Diagrams, Exhibits 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3.  Stands of Dudleya located within Fuel 
Modification Zones shall be protected.  Refer to section 3.4.1, Fuel Modification for additional information.

General Species Description and Status

D. cymosa ssp. ovatifolia has rosette leaves that are evergreen rather than withering in the summer. Leaves are 2 to 5 cm (0.8 to 2 in.) 
long and 1.5 to 2.5 cm (0.6 to 1 in.) wide; floral stems are 4 to 15 cm (1.6 to 6.0 in.) tall; corollas are pale yellow (Munz 1974). Dud-
leya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia is found scattered along exposed north-facing slopes of the Santa Monica Mountains from near Westlake 
Village to Agoura, and in deep canyon bottoms along lower Malibu Creek and Topanga Creek.  Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia is 
found on rock outcrops with  forms specific to sedimentary conglomerate or volcanic breccia (Nakai 1987, Natural Diversity Data 
Base (NDDB) 1994).  Less than ten occurrences have been reported, each consisting of no more than several hundred individuals. 
While future surveys may locate additional occurrences of the “Agoura’’ form along the northern slopes of the Santa Monica Moun-
tains, the limited amount of habitat available makes it unlikely that the total number of individuals will exceed several thousand 
(NDDB 1994).  
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Section 4 - Architectural Design Guidelines

4.1   INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the Architectural Design Guidelines is to promote a rich architectural diversity to the 
neighborhoods of Triangle Ranch in which the homes blend gracefully into the surrounding rural environment 
of the site. The goal is to acheive a neighborhood with the appearance of having evolved over time, rather 
than one that seems to have suddenly appeared overnight. There are many architectural styles that provide the 
character and details that would reinforce this overall neighborhood concept, while there are other styles that 
are clearly not appropriate. The following lists provide examples of the acceptable and unacceptable architectural 
styles for Triangle Ranch. Please refer to Exhibit 10, Architectural Imagery, for examples that are characteristic 
of the acceptable styles and Exhibit 10B Unacceptable Architectural Imagery, for example characteristic of 
unacceptable styles. 

56

Acceptable Architectural Styles

•   Tuscan Farmhouse   •   Hacienda
•   Provence     •   Pueblo
•   California Ranch    •   Monterey
•   Prairie Ranch    •   Craftsman
•   European Country   •   American Farmhouse
•   Tudor

Unacceptable Architectural Styles

•   Modern
•   French Mansard
•   Andalusian
•   Spanish Colonial
•   Contemporary Mediterranean
•   Formal Italian
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Exhibit10
Architectural Imagery

57



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, KTGY & NUVIS

Exhibit 10
Architectural Imagery

58



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, KTGY & NUVIS

Exhibit 10
Architectural Imagery
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Exhibit 10 B
Unacceptable Architectural Imagery
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4.2   GARAGE AND DRIVEWAY TREATMENTS

Careful consideration should be given to the placement of garages to minimize the impact of garage doors on 
neighborhood streets.

The following garage types are permitted within Triangle Ranch. Please refer to Exhibit 12, Garage Type 
Diagrams.

• Motor courts enclosed by low courtyard walls
• Turn-in garages
• Split Garages
• Rear Garage with side drive
  o   Garage placed a minimum of 35’ behind front façade of residence
• Recessed Garage
  o   Garage recessed a minimum of 20’ and up to 35’ behind front façade of residence 
  o   Allowed only on a maximum of 40% of the residences within the neighborhood 
  o   Garage doors shall be recessed a minimum of 24” from the adjacent wall plane
  o   Upgraded carriage style door required
• Side Entry Garage on corner lots
  o   Garage recessed a minimum of 4’ behind side façade of residence

Unless otherwise specified, all garage doors shall be recessed a minimum of 12” from the adjacent wall plane.

Front facing garages, when used, should have no more than 2 spaces visible from the street. Additional spaces, 
if any, should be tandem, turn-in or other configuration that minimizes the presence of the garage door on the 
street.

Although not prohibited, front facing 3-car garages are discouraged. When used, 3-car front facing garages are 
subject to the following criteria. Please refer to Exhibit 13, Front Facing 3-Car Garages.

  o   A 24” minimum recess of garage doors and 36” minimum offset of the plane of the 
       garage doors between a single and double garage element.
  o   A 36” minimum recess of the garage doors with no offset of the garage door planes
  o   A 24” minimum recess of the garage doors with three single-entry garage doors in the 
       same plane

Contiguous front facing garages with 4 or more spaces visible from the street are not permitted. Four car garages, 
when provided, must be in a motor court, tandem, split or other configuration that de-emphasizes the presence of 
the garage doors on the street scene. Please refer to Exhibit 12, Garage Type Diagrams.

The use of a trellis element projecting at least 18” forward of the garage wall plane is encouraged, when 
appropriate to the architectural style. Please refer to Exhibit 14, Porte Cochere Diagram.
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A porte-cochere element, with solid roof to match residence or overhead trellis is encouraged in front of the 
garage door to provide strong shadow onto the garage, de-emphasizing its appearance on neighborhood streets.

Driveway pavement should be enhanced to provide visual interest to the driveway and minimize large expanses of 
otherwise gray concrete. Driveway enhancements may include but are not limited to:

 o   Colored or stained concrete
 o   Decorative scoring patterns
 o   Brick, stone, or pavers
 o   “Hollywood” drives 

Driveway aprons shall not exceed 16’ in width at the curb. If a wider driveway is provided, the portion in excess of 
16’ shall be separated from the remainder of the driveway by a minimum 3’ wide landscape strip and must taper 
to the 16’ maximum width within 10’ of the back of curb. 

4.3   BUILDING MASSING AND SCALE

The thoughtful composition of architectural elements is an important factor in creating the relaxed rural 
character envisioned for the residences of Triangle Ranch. Generally, the residences should feature an informal 
massing of building forms arranged in an asymmetrical manner, resulting in a home that has the appearance of a 
rambling farmhouse, added onto over a period of time. This character can be further achieved through the use of 
different textures or materials on separate massing elements on the dwelling. Please refer to Exhibit 15, Building 
Massing & Scale.   

Building setbacks of adjacent lots should vary in depth to reinforce the informality of the neighborhood.  

At least one single story plan shall be included in the builder’s product program.

Uninterrupted 2-story wall planes shall not exceed 50% of the elevation width in any of the following conditions. 
Please refer to Exhibit 16, Wall Plane Articulation– Condition 1.

 o   Front elevations
 o   Corner side elevations
 o   Rear elevation of reverse frontage lots
 o   Rear elevation of interior lots where the finish pad of subject lot is at least 20’ higher than the 
       adjoining lot to the rear. 

The 2nd floor must be stepped back a minimum of 4’ on the remaining portion of these elevations. 

Uninterrupted 2-story wall planes shall not exceed 75% of any side elevation or rear elevation on interior lots, 
except as described above. A vertical or horizontal offset of at least 4’ is required on the remaining portion of the 
elevation. Please refer to Exhibit 17, Wall Plane Articulation – Condition 2.
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On two story homes, the second floor area shall not exceed 75% of the first floor footprint including garage. Any 
first floor volume space with a plate line exceeding 14’ in height shall be considered two story for the purposes of 
this calculation. Please refer to Exhibit 18, Floor Area Requirements.

4.3.1    Building Materials
Building materials shall be consistent with the architectural style of the residence. 
The following building materials are acceptable:

• Stucco (except bright white)
• Masonry (brick or stone)
• Cementitous siding materials
• Other materials subject to review and approval 

No single material shall exceed 75% of wall plane surfaces in any of the following conditions:

 o   Front elevations
 o   Corner side elevations
 o   Rear elevation of reverse frontage lots
 o   Rear elevation of interior lots where the finish pad of subject lot is at least 20’ higher than the 
       adjoining lot to the rear. 

No single material shall exceed 90% of side elevation wall planes or rear elevation wall planes on interior lots 
except as described above. 

Stucco walls, when used, shall be dash finish or smoother and shall be an earthtone color (no bright white).

Trim elements may be stucco, wood, brick/stone accent elements, or pre-cast surrounds. Stucco trim, when used, 
shall be sand finish or smoother. Wood trim, when used, shall be stained or painted.

Building materials and color blocking shall terminate at inside corners only, including window and door recesses.

Material wraps or color blocking, when used, shall wrap columns in their entirety.

4.4   ROOFS
An articulated roofscape should be created throughout Triangle Ranch, using a variety of roof forms throughout 
the neighborhood, including hip, gable or combination of these.

Roof pitches shall be consistent with the architectural style of the residence, generally ranging from 4:12 to 8:12 
on primary roof forms. Secondary roof forms that accentuate special architectural features of the home may be less 
than 4:12 or greater than 8:12, so long as such pitches are consistent with the architectural style of the house.
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Roof overhangs shall be compatible with the architectural style of the residence. 

Minimum overhangs are as follows:

 o   Eaves:  18” min.
 o   Rakes:  0” if consistent with the architectural style, otherwise 12” min.

Permitted Roof Materials include:

• Flat Concrete Tiles or Shakes
• Clay or Concrete Barrel (2-piece)
• Slate
• Standing Seam Metal 

Prohibited Roof Materials include

• “S” Tiles
• Fiberglass shingles
• Rolled roofing materials
•  Red color materials

Fascias may be wood or stucco. If wood is used, it should be stained or painted.

Skylights are permitted, but should be designed as an integral part of the roof form. Skylight framing material 
should be colored to match the adjoining roof. White “bubble’ skylights are not permitted.

Solar panels, when used, should be compatible with the design of the roof and should not be visible from the 
street to the extent possible. Pipes and other mechanical apparatus used in conjunction with solar panels must 
be painted to match the color of the surface to which it is attached. 

Photo-voltaic roof tiles, when used, shall conform to the following criteria:

o Located on rear or side roof planes only. Photo-voltaic tiles are not permitted on front roof planes.
o Photo-voltaic roof tiles shall be used in conjunction with flat roof tiles only. The use of barrel shaped 
 tiles in conjunction with photo-voltaic roof tiles is prohibited.
o The color of the roof tiles shall not unduly contrast with the photo-voltaic roof tiles
o Installation of photo-voltaic roof tiles shall result in an overall shape that is square or rectangular. 
 An uneven edge where the photo-voltaic roof tiles meet the primary roofing material is not permitted.

Mechanical equipment such as air conditions, heater, evaporative coolers, and other such devices shall not be 
permitted on any roof. Mechanical devices such as exhaust fans, vents and pipes shall be painted to match the 
adjacent roof surfaces.
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4.5   ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES AND ACCENTS 

4.5.1  Front Porches
At least one elevation per plan should feature an at-grade front porch.

When used on corner lots, the front porch should wrap-around along the corner side elevation.

The minimum depth of the porch should be 8’.

The porch should be compatible with the architectural style of the residence in terms of design, materials, roof, 
and detailing.

4.5.2  Columns and Archways 
Columns and archways add articulation to the character of the residence and are encouraged on any elevation if 
appropriate to the architectural style. Columns and archways should be scaled appropriately to provide a sense of 
strength and support which is compatible with the architectural style of the residence.

4.5.3       Patio Covers/2nd Story Decks
The use of patio covers or 2nd story decks provide articulation to building wall planes, particularly on rear eleva-
tions. The design of such elements, including roofs, shall be consistent in design and materials to the residence. 
Aluminum patio covers are not allowed.

Deck railing may be solid rail, open rail or a combination of both. Open rails, when used, shall feature corner 
columns that are at least 18” square. Solid rails, when used, shall use scuppers for drainage. A continuous gap 
between the bottom of a solid rail and the floor of the deck is not allowed.

4.5.4  Windows
Window openings should be proportional to the size of the wall planes upon which they are located. Large banks 
of windows are encouraged to capitalize on the interaction between the home and the outside environment.

A prominent feature window is required as described below:

 o   Front elevations:  
  At least one feature window on 1st and 2nd floor 
 o   Corner side elevations:  
  At least one feature window on the 1st or 2nd floor
 o   Rear elevations on reverse frontage lots:
  At least one feature window on the 2nd floor
 o   Rear elevations on interior lots with a pad grade that is at least 20’ higher than the adjoining lot 
       to the rear.
  At least one feature window on the 2nd floor
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Examples of feature windows include the following:

 o   Minimum 12” recess incorporated within the framing of the wall.
 o   Bay window with a minimum projection of 24”
 o   All windows recessed a minimum of 2” from the adjacent wall plane
 o   Fully trimmed window with a decorative trellis element above projecting a minimum of 18” forward 
      of the wall plane for the entire width of the window.
 o   Decorative iron grille covering the window element in its entirety (subject to exiting requirements)
 o   Prominent window, fully trimmed, in conjunction with a covered porch, loggia, or similar element.
 o   Exaggerated trim element with deep reveal (24” minimum depth) or increased width of surround 
      (18” minimum width)

All other windows shall be trimmed in a manner that is compatible with the architectural style of the residence. 
The minimum width of trim elements shall be 6” and the minimum depth shall be 2”, except for small decorative 
windows, which may be 4” and 1” respectively. Uniform picture frame trim is not permitted.

Trim elements should have a sand or smoother finish.

4.5.5  Privacy Walls and Fences
Privacy walls and fences on any home site that are visible from the street, including courtyard walls, shall be 
compatible in material, color, and design as the residence, or side yard fence.

4.5.6  Chimneys
Chimneys, when provided, shall be consistent with the architectural style of the residence.

4.5.7  Detail Elements
Detail elements such as shutters, exposed rafter tails, cross beams or brackets, decorative grille work, ceramic 
tile, or other similar features should be used to provide visual interest to the residence.  Such details should be 
consistent with the architectural style of the residence. 

Exposed gutters and downspouts used as architectural features should be colored to match or complement the 
surface to which they are attached. The use of copper gutters is permitted if consistent with the architecture of 
the residence. 

4.5.8  Colors 
The color palette for homes should employ muted earth tones to blend with the surrounding environment to the 
extent feasible.  No bright colors or bright whites will be permitted.
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At a minimum, each color scheme should consist of the following:

• Primary Field Color
• Secondary Field Color (Optional)
• Fascia Color
• Trim Color
• Accent Color

The use of stone or brick may be counted as a primary or secondary field color as appropriate.

4.5.9   Accessory Structures
Accessory structures include any building or structure that is totally detached from the principal residence, such 
as detached garages, casitas, equipment enclosures, gazebos, trellises, cabañas, etc.

Accessory structures shall be located and designed to be compatible with and complement the design and form of 
the principal residence. The use of landscaping is encouraged to soften the appearance of these structures.

4.5.10  Awnings
Awnings, when used, must be designed as an integral part of the architecture and colored to match or comple-
ment the wall surface to which they are attached. Acceptable awnings include:

• Solid color or striped acrylic canvas fabric
• Bermuda shutters
• Roof tile on wood, stucco, or decorative iron supports

4.5.11  Utility Equipment
Electric meters, gas meters, security equipment, HVAC units, water heaters, water softeners, swimming pool 
equipment, etc., shall be screened from public view in accordance with applicable utility company standards.
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Exhibit 11
Lotting Diagram
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Exhibit 12
Garage Type Diagrams
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When used, 3-car front facing garages are subject to the following:

 •   A 24” minimum recess of garage doors and 36” minimum offset of the plane of the garage 
      doors between a single and double garage element. 
 •   A 36” minimum recess of the garage doors with no offset of the garage door planes. 
 •   A 24” minimum recess of the garage doors with three single-entry garage doors in the 
      same plane.

Exhibit 13
Front Facing 3-Car Garages
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Exhibit 14
Porte Cochere Diagram
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Exhibit 15
Building Massing & Scale

72



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, KTGY & NUVIS

Exhibit 16
Wall Plane Articulation - Condition 1
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Exhibit 17
Wall Plane Articulation - Condition 2
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Exhibit 18
Floor Area Requirements
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

The Triangle Ranch project, as assessed in this Final EIR, consists of a “revised project design” of 61 
single-family lots on a project site of 320.3 acres.  The “previously proposed project”, as assessed in the 
Draft EIR (March 2005), consisted of 81 single-family lots on the same project site. Subsequent to the 
release of the Draft EIR for public comment, the project was revised in response to issues raised by 
Department of Regional Planning staff, the Regional Planning Commission and the public concerning the 
previously proposed 81-lot site plan.  In particular, concerns were expressed regarding: (1) impacts to 
SEA No. 6 (e.g., fragmentation of habitat, alteration of watercourses and elimination of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta plant populations); (2) visual quality impacts along Kanan Road, identified as a “particularly 
significant scenic route” by the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan (North Area Plan); and 3) 
perceived inconsistencies with some of the goals and policies of the North Area Plan.  In addition, staff 
expressed concerns that the previously proposed project did not meet the burdens of proof required for 
hillside management, SEA and North Area Plan grading conditional use permits.  

In response to such comments the project design was re-evaluated in a process that produced a series of 
revisions: a 71 residential-lot site design, two 66 residential-lot site designs, and the currently proposed 61 
residential-lot design.  A detailed description of the current revised 61-lot project design and a 
comparison with the previously proposed 81-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR.  As 
proposed, the revised 61-lot project is the preferred alternative. 

Project History 

The previously proposed 81-lot single-family project was reviewed by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning, which determined that the previously proposed project required the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  On June 11, 2004, the County issued a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) regarding the preparation of the Draft EIR for the previously proposed project in order 
to solicit comments on the proposed content of the Draft EIR (see Appendix A to the Draft EIR).  The 
review period for the NOP was extended until July 15, 2005.  All NOP comments relating to the EIR 
were reviewed and the issues raised in those comments were considered in the preparation of the Draft 
EIR.  

On March 28, 2005 the County released the Draft EIR for public comment.  The comment period was 
held open from the release date of the Draft EIR to the close of the public hearings on September 20, 
2006, which is more time for the public comment period than the 45 days required under California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

As discussed in the Draft EIR (March 2005), Vesting Tentative Tract Map. No 52419 required a 
Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) to ensure compliance with the requirements of hillside management, 
density-controlled development, planned residential development within a Residential Planned 
Development (RPD) zone, development within a Significant Ecological Area (SEA), and grading onsite 
and within Santa Monica Mountains North Area.  An Oak Tree Permit application was also filed to 
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authorized removal of 18 oak trees, including two heritage oaks, and encroachment into the protected 
zone of 17 oak trees, including four heritage oaks.   

After opening the public hearing and taking public testimony on May 18, 2005, the Los Angeles County 
Regional Planning Commission continued the public hearing to June 22, 2005 to take remaining 
testimony and give the applicant opportunity for rebuttal.  On June 22, 2005, the Regional Planning 
Commission directed the applicant to redesign the project to protect onsite natural resources and be more 
consistent with the Santa Monica Mountains North area Plan. 

In October of 2005, the applicant submitted a redesigned project of 71 single-family lots, five open space 
lots, seven landscape lots and two public facility lots for Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee 
technical review.  The Revised Project Design Summary was circulated on October 31, 2005 for a second 
formal 45-day public comment period ending December 14, 2005.  During the second 45-day public 
review period, the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning received one (1) additional 
comment letter regarding the Revised Project Design Summary. Responses to that comment letter are 
provided in Section IV of this Final EIR. The 71-unit design was advertised for public hearing before the 
Regional Planning commission on February 2006. On February 22, 2006, the applicant requested, and the 
Regional Planning Commission granted, a continuance of the public hearing to April 5, 2006.  On April 5, 
2006, after the applicant gave a status report of ongoing redesign efforts, the Regional Planning 
Commission granted another continuance to the June 28, 2006. 

During the June 28, 2006 public hearing, the Regional Planning Commission heard a presentation by staff 
and the applicant for a redesigned project of 66 single-family lots, five open space lots, six landscape lots 
and two public facility lots with residential lots ranging in size from 10,000 square feet to two gross acres.  
Under the 66-lot revised project design, the five natural open space lots and six landscape lots accounted 
for 281.1 acres, or 89.9 percent of the total site area.  Public testimony was also taken from two persons in 
favor and 13 persons in opposition to the project.   

After public testimony, the Commission took the matter off calendar to allow the applicant time to 
finalize the design guidelines; update the fuel modification plan, prepare a landscape plan; redesign the 
project to be consistent with the North Area Plan; and maximize protection of oak trees, threatened and 
endangered species.  A fourth and last public hearing was held on September 20, 2006.  Additional public 
testimony was taken and 15 sets of additional written comments were submitted for the record.  After 
closing the public hearing, the Regional Planning Commission voted to deny the proposed project.  The 
denial was subsequently appealed to the Board of Supervisors. 

The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors held a public hearing regarding the appeal of the proposed 
project’s denial by the Regional Planning Commission on March 27, 2007.  During the public hearing the 
Board heard oral testimony both in favor and opposition to the proposed project.  In addition, public 
speaking cards were collected from 39 individuals.  Following the public testimony, the Board instructed 
the project proponent to bring back a revised project that addressed the concerns expressed by the Board.  
In response, the project applicant prepared and submitted to the Los Angeles Department of Regional 
Planning, a revised 61-lot project.  In May 2007, the map of the revised 61-lot project, dated May 3, 2007, 
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was provided to the Subdivision Committee as well as various agencies and members of the public on the 
County's list of interested parties.  

Final EIR Requirements 

Before approving a project, CEQA requires the lead agency to prepare and certify a Final Environmental 
Impact Report (Final EIR).  The contents of a Final EIR are specified in Section 15132 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, as follows:  

The Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either 
verbatim or in summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the 
Revised Draft EIR. 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points 
raised in the review and consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the lead agency. 

The lead agency must provide each agency that commented on the Draft EIR with a copy of the lead 
agency’s proposed response at least 10 days before certifying the Final EIR.  

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document and the technical appendices dated July 2007, together with the Draft EIR dated March 
2005 for the proposed project and the Technical Appendices to the Draft EIR dated March 2005, 
constitute the “Final EIR” for the proposed project.  The Draft EIR consisted of the following: 

• The Draft EIR, which included the environmental analysis for the proposed project; and 

• Technical Appendices, which included: 

o Appendix A: Geotechnical Reports 

o Appendix B: Air Quality Impact Analysis 

o Appendix C: Biological Resources Background Materials 

o Appendix D: Traffic Report  

o Appendix E: Drainage Concept Plan 

o Appendix F: Noise Impact Analysis 

o Appendix G: Water Quality  
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o Appendix H: Preliminary Water System Design Report 

 

This Final EIR is organized in the following sections: 

I. Introduction  

This section is intended to provide a brief overview of the CEQA requirements and EIR history for the 
proposed project.   

II. Revised Project Design Description 

This section provides a description of the revised project design and compares it to the previously 
proposed project and alternatives assessed in the Draft EIR (March 2005). 

III. Corrections and Additions  

This section provides a complete overview of the corrections and additions that have been incorporated 
into the Draft EIR in response to project revisions and the comments submitted during the public review 
period.   

IV. Responses to Written Comments 

This section includes detailed responses to the comment letters submitted to the County in response to the 
Draft EIR.  Copies of the original comments letters are included in Appendix I to this Final EIR.   

V. Responses to Oral Testimony 

This section includes detailed responses to the public testimony at the public hearings held by the 
Regional Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. Copies of the public hearing transcripts are 
included in Appendix J to this Final EIR.   

VI. Mitigation Monitoring Program   

This section includes a list of the required mitigation measures and includes detailed information with 
respect to the County’s policies and procedures for implementation of the recommended mitigation 
measures.  This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) identifies the monitoring phase, the enforcement 
phase and the applicable department or agency who is responsible for ensuring each recommended 
mitigation measure is implemented.  

Technical Appendices 

This section includes all the public comment letters received regarding the Draft EIR and the proposed 
project; public hearing transcripts; additional technical reports and supplementary information to amplify 
and clarify information provided in the Draft EIR. 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF REVISED PROJECT DESIGN  

A.  Revised 61-Lot Project Design 

The revised project design would develop a total of 61 single-family homes on the 320.3-acre project site. 
The grading footprint for the proposed development (including all the roads and driveways, building sites, 
manufactured slopes, drainage improvements and utilities) would occupy an area of approximately 27.39 
acres, or 8.6% of the total site area.  Including the additional 23.22 acres of disturbance (including 1.32 
offsite acres in the City of Agoura Hills northwest of the A Street/Kanan Road intersection) due to Fire 
Department fuel modification requirements, the overall disturbance area would be approximately 50.61 
acres, or 15.8% of the total site area.  The entire disturbance area of the 61-lot project is located within the 
same areas of the site studied for development of the 81-lot project or proposed alternatives in the Draft 
EIR. 

The project development area has been concentrated on the gentler slopes of the project site in order to 
minimize the disturbance area and to preserve the most scenic natural features.  Of the total grading 
footprint of 27.39 acres, 24.7 acres, or 90.2 percent) occurs within the gentlest slope category of 0 – 25 
percent.  Approximately 2.24 acres of grading (or 8.2 percent of the total) occurs within the 25 – 50 
percent slope category, while approximately 0.45 acres grading (or 1.6 percent of the total) occurs within 
the +50 percent slope category.     

Approximately 287.77 acres (or 90 percent of the site) would be placed under an open space conservation 
easement.  Of this total, approximately 21.9 acres would be subject to fuel modification leaving 
approximately 265.87 acres to be dedicated (in fee) to a public entity. The dedicated open space will not 
be maintained by the homeowners’ association (HOA). The 21.9 acres subject to fuel modification will be 
maintained by the HOA.1     

The revised project would avoid all direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya.  The revised project limits indirect impacts (i.e., fuel modification) to the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta to an area of 1.71 acres and limits indirect impacts to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya to 
an area of 0.22 acres. Indirect impacts to both species would be mitigated to less than significant levels by 

                       
1  The project’s Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions and bylaws will require the HOA to annually fund 

the management of conservation open space and hire a firm acceptable to DRP to implement the project 
specific maintenance activities defined in the Fuel Modification Plan approved by the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department.  Due to the presence of sensitive biological resources, these activities will only occur 
under the supervision of a qualified biologist.  Prior to brush clearance activities, written notice will be 
provided to the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning and California Department of Fish 
and Game biologists. 
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implementation of the proposed Management Plan (see Appendix S of this Final EIR). With respect to 
oak trees, the revised project would require the removal of 17 trees, including two (2) heritage trees and 
would encroach into the protect zones of 10 additional trees, including three heritage trees.   

The site plan for the revised project design is presented in Figure FEIR-1. For comparison purposes, the 
site plan for the previously proposed 81-lot project is presented in Figure FEIR-2.   

B. Responsive Changes to Project Design (Site Plan) Based on Staff and Commission 
Comments 

As identified above, the revised 61-lot project reconfigures and relocates several lots, modifies grading to 
reduce impacts to sensitive biological species, and makes other important changes to project 
infrastructure.  All the proposed changes were made to respond directly to comments made by staff, the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors at the prior hearings for the project.  The following 
summarizes the site plan changes and resulting changes to impacts previously addressed in the Draft EIR: 

• The revised project design is a 61-lot site plan that proposes the development of 20 fewer homes 
than the previously proposed 81-lot project that was assessed in the Draft EIR.  On the west side of 
Kanan Road, the revised project would develop 40 single-family homes in two enclaves: in the 
northern enclave there would be 34 homes and in the southern there would be 6 homes.  In 
comparison the previously proposed 81-lot project would have developed a total of 44 homes west 
of Kanan in one enclave in the northern portion of the project site, but the enclave extended south 
along Kanan Road and terminated in a cul-de-sac.  This previous design would have eliminated 
habitat of the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya and several small populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta. 
 The revised project would avoid all direct impacts to the two species by retaining the sensitive 
habitat in a largely undisturbed condition and creating a smaller enclave to the south of the sensitive 
area.  Several previously proposed lots at the north end of the southern enclave have been 
eliminated, which has eliminated the need for retaining walls in the southern enclave. Instead, the 
redesigned project incorporates variable gradient slopes ascending to the building pads for a more 
natural, contour-graded effect in this area.   



Scale (Feet)

0 800400 600200

Source: Halladay & Mim Mack, April 17, 2007.

Figure FEIR-1
Revised 61-Lot Project Site Plan



Figure FEIR-2
Previously Proposed 81-Lot Project

Source: Wagner Halladay, Inc., June 2004
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• Between Kanan and Cornell Roads (in the northern portion of the project site), the revised project 
would develop 11 homes.  This is one more home in this area than would have been provided by the 
previously proposed project (although the grading footprint is similar).  The revised 61-lot project 
has moved the Street D intersection with Kanan Road approximately 500 feet south of its previous 
location opposite Street A.  This has reduced grading between Kanan and Cornell Roads by 
approximately 5,770 cubic yards, compared to the previously proposed 81-lot project assessed in the 
Draft EIR.  As a result of this revised grading plan, slope grading adjacent to Medea Creek has been 
reduced.  

• The revised project design would develop 10 homes on the east side of Cornell Road (within SEA 
No. 6). This is 17 fewer homes than would have been provided in this area by the previously 
proposed project.  Eight of the single-family lots east of Cornell Road are proposed to be semi-
custom or custom home lots within a gated neighborhood; two single-family lots will take access 
directly from Cornell Road south of the existing fire station.  The previously proposed project 
included an extension of the “E” cul-de-sac that caused fragmentation of the SEA.  The revised 
project eliminates the “E” Street cul-de-sac and concentrates development adjacent to Cornell Road, 
to minimize impacts to the SEA.  

A summary comparison of the proposed housing with the original design is presented in Table FEIR-1.  

Table FEIR-1 
Summary Comparison of Housing  

 Revised Project Design Previously Proposed Project 
West Side of Kanan 40 Lots Total 44 Lots Total 
     Northern Enclave 34 Lots  44 Lots 
     Southern Enclave 6 Lots N/A 
Between Kanan and Cornell 11 Lots  10 Lots 
East Side of Cornell 10 Lots 27 Lots 
Total 61 Lots 81 Lots 

 

Table FEIR-2 provides a summary comparison of proposed lot sizes. 
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Table FEIR-2 
Summary Comparison of Lot Sizes  

 Revised Project Design Previously Proposed Project 
 Maximum Minimum Maximum Minimum 
West Side of  
Cornell Road 

29,000 Square Feet 10,000 Square Feet 33,977 Square Feet 10,020 Square Feet 

East Side of  
Cornell Road 

79,700 Square Feet 12,600 Square Feet 70,654 Square Feet 21,858 Square Feet 

 

• In response to the Regional Planning Commission’s request, the current design for both Kanan 
and Cornell Roads has tapers in the width of the roadway to allow acceleration and/or 
deceleration from the project entries. “Lane Transition” arrows on the map delineate the lanes and 
depict merging traffic. These acceleration/deceleration lanes for merging traffic extend over a 
length of approximately 600 feet each direction. 

In addition to specific design changes to the proposed project, the Planning Commission requested a 
variety of additional planning materials regarding the proposed project.  The following are additional 
planning materials included in the Final EIR at the request of the Planning Commission: 

• Design Guidelines – The purpose of the Design Guidelines is to ensure that the project’s 
neighborhood and individual home sites are developed in a manner that is sensitive to the 
surrounding semi-rural character of the site.  Thus, the Design Guidelines address the following 
issues: community theme/context, landscape design and architectural design. The Design 
Guidelines are included in Appendix K of this Final EIR.   

• Landscape Plan - In response to the Regional Planning Commission’s request, the project’s 
landscape architect has prepared a detailed landscape plan and plant palette, which have both 
been incorporated into the project’s Design Guidelines.  The detailed landscape plan and plant 
palette provide specific information for the project’s various landscaped areas and lists the local 
and native plant species that will be used for the project’s landscaping. The plant palette is 
comprised of Santa Monica Mountain natives, California natives, and regionally compatible 
ornamental species in order to keep with the native vegetation of the area.  The Landscape Plan is 
in Appendix L of this Final EIR.   

• Fuel Modification Plan - In response to the Regional Planning Commission’s request, the 
applicant has met with the Fire Department and conditions have been added to the maintenance 
agreement for the Fuel Modification Plan.  The new conditions will limit fuel modification in 
riparian area to removal of dead and downed material and exotics only and will limit annual 
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maintenance near Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat areas to plant dormancy periods only.  The Fuel 
Modification Plan is included in Appendix M of this Final EIR.  

The revised project is an amalgamation of design features derived from the previously proposed project 
and/or from the alternatives assessed in Section V of the Draft EIR.  For example, the two residential 
enclaves on the west side of Kanan Road are essentially the same as in Alternative 5; the enclave between 
Kanan and Cornell Roads is essentially the same as in the previously proposed project (with Street D 
relocated to reduce impacts).  The clustering of homes on the east side of Cornell Road is a combination 
of Alternative 4 and the previously proposed project with two additional lots south of the fire station. 
From Alternative 4, the revised project also incorporates the design concept that reduces impacts to SEA 
No. 6.  This is achieved by reducing the number of homes within the SEA, clustering the remaining 
homes in the least sensitive area of the SEA adjacent to Cornell Road, providing greater development 
setbacks from the watercourses, and eliminating the long cul-de-sac that contributed to habitat 
fragmentation.   From Alternative 5, the revised project incorporates the design concept that avoids direct 
impacts to the remaining onsite populations of sensitive plant species, outside the boundaries of the SEA, 
by retaining those sensitive plant species populations within proposed open space lots.   

C. Comparison of the Revised Project with the Previously Proposed Project 

The following provides a comparison of the impacts of the revised project design and the project that was 
assessed in the Draft EIR.  The specific impacts and project components discussed below include: SEA; 
Grading; Retaining/Crib Walls; Open Space; Sensitive Species; Oak Trees; Watercourses; and 
perspective sketches. The potential environmental impacts from the revised project design are discussed 
below in Section II.E, Potential Environmental Impacts. 

SEA Impacts 

The revised project reduces impacts within SEA No. 6 by reducing the number of residences by 17 
homes; by moving the ingress roadway to the north of the fire station; by removing all development from 
the vicinity of Drainage “M”; by avoiding all populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta; by clustering all homes 
in proximity to Cornell Road; and by eliminating the Street “E” cul-de-sac.  

Grading under the revised project would directly affect 5.45 acres of the SEA.  This is 17.43 acres less 
grading disturbance than would have occurred under the previously proposed project.  Earthwork within 
the SEA would also be reduced by the revised project, which would require 65,060 cubic yards of 
excavation and 21,200 cubic yards of fill emplacement.   In comparison, the previously proposed project 
would have required 243,943 cubic yards of excavation and 251,065 cubic yards of fill emplacement.    

Table FEIR-3 provides a summary comparison of the 61-lot project and previously proposed 81-lot 
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project with respect to consistency with the SEA Compatibility Criteria. 

Table FEIR-3 
Summary Comparison of Consistency With SEA Compatibility Criteria 

SEA Design Compatibility 
Criteria 

Revised 61-Lot Project 81-Lot Project 

Criterion 1:  The 
development is designed to 
be highly compatible with 
biotic resources present, 
including the setting aside 
of appropriate and sufficient 
undisturbed areas.   
 

Criterion 1 deals with overall 
biological compatibility and set-
aside of open space (OS).  
Approximately 166.85 acres of 
OS within the SEA have been 
proposed as a part of this project. 
 In addition 2.62 acres 
maintained by the homeowner’s 
association will be preserved in 
landscaped lots and 2.83 acres of 
natural slopes will be located 
within private lots.  
Approximately 95.3 percent of 
the SEA within the project 
boundaries has been included in 
the OS.   SEATAC 
recommended that the project not 
extend east of Cornell Road.  The 
number of lots in this area has 
been reduced from 27 to 10 to 
avoid direct impacts to Lyon’s 
pentachaeta.  The 10 remaining 
lots east of Cornell Road are 
clustered near the existing fire 
station and along Cornell Road.  
There would be no direct impacts 
to Lyon’s pentachaeta from 
grading; indirect impacts from 
fuel modification would be 
mitigated by the Fuel 
Modification and Habitat 
Management Plans. Thus, the 
project is in conformance 
with SEA Criterion 1.    

Criterion a deals with overall 
biological compatibility and set-
aside of open space (OS), 149.4 
acres of OS have been proposed 
as a part of this project.  
However, contrary to SEATAC’s 
recommendation that the project 
not extend east of Cornell road, 
the extension of the eastern 
portion of the project, with 
residences on only one side of a 
relatively straight road, and the 
isolated pair of parcels east of the 
cul-de-sac, does not minimize 
fragmentation.  Thus the 
project is not in conformance 
with SEA Compatibility 
Criterion 1. 
 

Criterion 2:  The development is 
designed to maintain 
waterbodies , watercourses, and 
their tributaries in a natural 
state.   

The project has been designed to 
avoid direct impacts to drainages 
with the SEA tributary to Medea 
Creek. The project design is 
consistent with SEA Criterion 2  

The project design is inconsistent 
with SEA Criterion 2 insofar as 
project implementation would 
result in the filling of 0.08 acre 
(35,495 linear ft.) of  
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Table FEIR-3 
Summary Comparison of Consistency With SEA Compatibility Criteria (Cont.) 

SEA Design Compatibility 
Criteria 

Revised 61-Lot Project 81-Lot Project 

 insofar as project implementation 
would not result in the filling of 
ephemeral creeks within the 
SEA.  Access to the portion east 
of Cornell Road has been moved 
to the north of the fire station. 

jurisdictional waters of the 
United States, encompassing two 
ephemeral tributary drainages to 
Medea Creek (drainages D and 
M).  Access to the portion east of 
Cornell Road is proposed to be 
taken along a drainage course 
south of the fire station; culverts 
will be required along impacted 
drainages to allow current storm 
flow patterns to continue. 

Criterion 3:  The development is 
designed so that wildlife 
movement corridors (migratory 
paths) are left in a natural and 
undisturbed state.     
 

SEA Criterion 3 addresses 
retention of wildlife corridors in 
a natural, undisturbed state.  
Project implementation is not 
anticipated to reduce or confine 
existing movement pathways 
within and through the project 
site.  The proposed project is in 
substantial conformance with this 
criterion. 

SEA Criterion 3 addresses 
retention of wildlife corridors in 
a natural, undisturbed state.  
Project implementation is not 
anticipated to reduce or confine 
existing movement pathways 
within and through the project 
site.  The proposed project is in 
substantial conformance with this 
criterion. 

Criterion 4:  The development 
retains sufficient natural 
vegetative cover and/or open 
spaces to buffer critical resource 
areas  the proposed use    

SEA Criterion 4 specifies 
appropriate open space or 
vegetative buffers to protect 
critical resource areas from 
proposed uses.  The project has 
eliminated all direct impacts to 
Lyon’s pentachaeta. 
Approximately 1.71 acres of 
occupied Lyon’s pentachaeta 
habitat is within the Fuel 
Modification Zone.  A plan for 
the maintenance of the Fuel 
Modification Zone has been 
prepared (see Appendix M-3).  
This plan protects the sensitive 
species found within this zone.  
Thus the proposed project is 
compatible with this criterion. 

SEA Criterion 4 specifies 
appropriate open space or 
vegetative buffers to protect 
critical resource areas from 
proposed uses.  Insofar as the 
project footprint abuts some 
Lyon’s pentachaeta populations, 
the proposed project is not 
compatible with this criterion. 

Criterion 5: Where necessary, 
fences or walls are provided to 

SEA Criterion 5 allows the 
installation of fences or walls to 

SEA Criterion 5 allows the 
installation of fences or walls to 
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Table FEIR-3 
Summary Comparison of Consistency With SEA Compatibility Criteria (Cont.) 

SEA Design Compatibility 
Criteria 

Revised 61-Lot Project 81-Lot Project 

buffer important habitat areas 
from development.   
 

buffer habitat from development. 
 Project implementation would 
include these elements as 
appropriate to separate developed 
areas and designated open space, 
while avoiding obstruction of 
wildlife movement, and would be 
compatible with this guideline. 

buffer habitat from development. 
 Project implementation would 
include such elements where 
appropriate to separate developed 
areas and designated open space, 
while avoiding obstruction of 
wildlife movement, and would be 
compatible with this guideline. 

Criterion 6:  Roads and utilities 
serving the proposed 
development are located and 
designed so as not to conflict 
with critical resources, habitat 
areas or migratory paths.   

SEA Criterion 6 discourages 
conflicts between project 
roadways and utility 
infrastructure and critical 
resources, habitat areas and 
migratory paths.  Based on the 
changes in the project footprint, 
the plan is consistent with 
Criterion 6 since it does not 
conflict with critical resources, 
habitat or migratory paths  

SEA Criterion 6 discourages 
conflicts between project 
roadways and utility 
infrastructure and critical 
resources, habitat areas and 
migratory paths.  The access east 
of Cornell through the drainage 
course south of the fire 
department renders the project 
inconsistent with Criterion 6. 

 
Grading 

Besides reducing the total number of proposed homes on the project site by 20 units, the revised project 
design also achieves further reductions in the total area of the grading footprint, the total quantity of 
earthwork, and the extent of fuel modification. For the most part, the grading footprint for the revised project 
design fits within the grading footprint of the previously proposed project.  Where exceptions occur, the 
revised project design fits within the grading footprints of one or more of the alternatives assessed in Section 
V. of the Draft EIR. Specifically, under the revised project design a separate enclave of homes is proposed to 
be located along Kanan Road in the southern portion of the project.  This enclave of six homes extends farther 
south than the single enclave on the west side of Kanan Road in the previously proposed 81-lot project.  
However, this development area was previously assessed in the Draft EIR in respect to Alternative 5, 
Sensitive Species Avoidance.      

The grading footprint of the revised project design covers an area of approximately 27.39 acres. This is 
approximately 21.21 acres less than the grading footprint of the previously proposed project, primarily as a 
result of the fewer lots east of Cornell Road.  The total quantity of earthwork under the revised project design 
is approximately 308,500 cubic yards of excavation.  This is approximately 189,921 cubic yards of excavation 
less than required by the previously proposed project. Table FEIR-4 provides a summary comparison of the 
grading footprints and earthwork quantities under the revised project and the previously proposed project.     
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Figure FEIR-3 presents the slope analysis for the revised project.  As shown in Figure FEIR-3, the majority of 
the proposed grading (i.e., 24.7   acres, or 90.2 percent of the grading footprint) occurs within the gentlest 
slope category of 0 – 25 percent.  Approximately 2.24 acres of grading (or 8.2 percent of the total) occurs 
within the 25 – 50 percent slope category, while approximately 0.45 acres grading (or 1.6 percent of the total) 
occurs within the +50 percent slope category.     

Retaining/Crib Walls 

The revised project has been designed to reduce the number of retaining walls, and their lengths and 
heights.  As currently designed, the only wall over ten feet in height is the crib wall behind Lots 1 through 
4.  This wall ranges from zero to 17 feet in height and has a total length of 340 feet.  The wall height 
increases from zero to 10 feet from the west and east ends, through transition lengths of about 50 and 25 
feet, respectively; then, the wall height increases again to the full height of 17 feet through transition 
lengths of 65 and 60 feet, respectively.  This leaves a central wall section of approximately 140 feet with 
a height of 17 feet.  This wall may be briefly visible from southbound vehicles on Kanan Road.  

Table FEIR-4 
Summary Comparative of Landform/Grading 

Project East Side of 
Cornell Road 

West Side of 
Kanan Rd. 

Between Kanan 
and Cornell 

Roads 
Total 

Revised 61- Lot Project Design 
Area of Grading 5.45 acres 19.65 acres 2.29 acres 27.39  acres
Cubic Yardage of Earthwork 
Cut 65,060 cubic yards 173,240 cubic 

yards 
70.200 cubic yards 308,500 cubic 

yards 

Fill 21,200 cubic yards 288,000 cubic 
yards

 0 cubic yards 309,200 cubic 
yards

Previously Proposed Project 
Area of Grading  22.88 acres 21.54 acres 4.2 acres 48.6 acres
Cubic Yardage of Earthwork 
Cut 243,943 cubic 

yards 
187,041 cubic 

yards 
67,437 cubic yards  498,421 cubic 

yards 
Fill* 251,065 cubic 

yards
167,183 cubic 

yards
3,235 cubic  yards 427,483 cubic 

yards
*    Note:  These are rough calculations based upon the preliminary grading plan.  They do not take into 

consideration such factors as shrinkage and fine tuning adjustments of the final grading plan.  As discussed in 
the Draft EIR, grading is expected to balance onsite. 



Scale (Feet)
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Source: Halliday & Mim Mack, April 11, 2007.

Figure FEIR-3
Slope Analysis Map
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Open Space 
The proposed residential development area would occupy approximately 27.39 acres of the 320.3-acre project 
site.  The remaining portion of the project site (i.e., 287.77 acres, or 90 percent of the site) would be retained 
as conservation open space.  Of this total open space area, approximately 21.9 acres would be subject to fuel 
modification requirements, and consequently would not be included in open space dedication to a public 
agency.  Note: an additional offsite area of 1.32 acres (in the City of Agoura Hills northwest of the A 
Street/Kanan Road intersection) would also be subject to fuel modification requirements. Figure FEIR-4 
presents the open space map for the revised 61-lot project.   

Approximately 265.87 acres would be retained in a natural and undisturbed condition and would be dedicated 
to an appropriate public entity. The dedicated open space would not be maintained by the homeowners’ 
association.   

Impacts to Sensitive Species 

The revised project would avoid all direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya. The revised project limits indirect impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta due to fuel modification to an 
area of 1.71 acres and limits indirect impacts to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya to an area of 0.22 acres. 
Indirect impacts to both species would be mitigated to less than significant levels by implementation of the 
proposed Management Plan (see Appendix S).  Also, see Figures FEIR-5, FEIR-6 and FEIR-6A (Legend). 

Oak Tree Impacts 

As shown in Table FEIR-5, the revised 61-lot project would reduce impacts to oak trees, compared to the 
previously proposed 81-lot project (compare Appendices C-20 and C-5). 

Table FEIR-5 
Oak Tree Impact Comparison 

 Revised 61-Lot Project Previously Proposed 81-
Lot Project 

No. of Oak Trees Removed by 
Grading 

17 Trees 18 Trees

No. of Oak Trees Encroached Upon by 
Grading/Development 

10 Trees 17 Trees

No. of Heritage Oaks Removed 2 Trees (25H and 29HV) 2 Trees (25H and 29HV)
No. of Heritage Oaks Encroached 
Upon 

3 Trees (20H, 65HV, 100H) 4 Trees (20H, 65HV, 97H, 
100H)

 



Source: Halliday, Mim Mack, April 11, 2007.

Figure FEIR-4
Open Space Map
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Figure FEIR-5C
Fuel Modification Plan
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Figure FEIR-5D
Fuel Modification Plan



Source: Halladay, Mim Mack, April 11, 2007.

Figure FEIR-6
Habitat/Species Impact Map
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Impacts to Watercourses 

The revised project would reduce impacts to watercourses, compared to the previously proposed project.  
Under the revised project, there would be no direct impacts to Drainage “A”, “B” or “D”.  Drainage “C” 
would only be impacted for 250 feet at the downstream end. Drainages “E”, “E-1”, “E-2”, “E-3” and “E-4” 
are all intercepted and conveyed under Kanan Road and directed into Medea Creek.  Drainage “F” is only 
impacted for the last 80 feet, where the drainage culvert passes under Kanan Road.  Drainages “F-1” and “F-
2” remain uninterrupted.  Drainages “H”, “I”, “J”, “K”, “L” and “M” remain untouched.  In comparison, the 
previously proposed 81-lot project impacted drainages B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L and M. 

Perspective Sketches 

A series of sketches have been prepared to assist the reader to visualize the revised project after construction is 
completed.  These sketches are presented in Figures FEIR-7 through FEIR-14.  Updated before and after 
visual simulations of the revised project are provided in Appendix T of this Final EIR. 



Source: Nuvis, 2007.

Figure FEIR-7
Photograph Location Map



Source: Nuvis, 2007.

Figure FEIR-8
Key Location Perspective Sketch

View C



Source: Nuvis, 2007.

Figure FEIR-9
Key Location Perspective Sketch

View D



Source: Nuvis, 2007.

Figure FEIR-10
Key Location Perspective Sketch

View E



Source: Nuvis, 2007.

Figure FEIR-11
Key Location Perspective Sketch

View F



Source: Nuvis, 2007.

Figure FEIR-12
Key Location Perspective Sketch

View G



Source: Nuvis, 2007.

Figure FEIR-13
Key Location Perspective Sketch

View H



Source: Nuvis, 2007.

Figure FEIR-14
Key Location Perspective Sketch

View I
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D. Potential Environmental Impacts  

The following discussion addresses each potential environmental impact category assessed in the Draft 
EIR.  The revised project is compared to the previously proposed project and the level of impact 
associated with the revised project is identified. 

Geotechnical Hazards - Grading 

As previously discussed, the grading footprint of the revised project covers an area of approximately 
27.39 acres.  This is approximately 21.21 fewer acres of grading than the 48.6 acres of grading under the 
previously proposed project.  With respect to earthwork quantities, the revised project would involve the 
excavation of 308,500 cubic yards and the fill emplacement of 309,200 cubic yards. This is 
approximately 189,921 (or approximately 38%) fewer cubic yards of excavation and 118,283 fewer cubic 
yards of fill (or approximately 28%) than would have been required for the previously proposed project. 

The grading quantities are roughly calculated volumes for cut and fill, based on the preliminary grading 
plan.  The revised volumes do not include adjustments made for factors such as shrinkage or fine tuning 
adjustments of the final grading plan.  However, as discussed in the DEIR, and is still applicable to the 
revised project design, grading is expected to be balanced onsite.  

Because the homes to be developed under the revised project design would be located in the same general 
areas as those in the previously proposed project, they would be exposed to the same general geotechnical 
conditions as identified for the previously proposed project.  Similar to the previously proposed project, it 
is anticipated that the revised project could result in significant impacts due to the potential for boulder 
roll and debris flow.  However, implementation of the originally recommended mitigation measures (see 
Draft EIR, Section III.A, Geotechnical Hazards – Grading; pages III.A-16 to III.A-18) would reduce the 
previously proposed project’s potentially significant impacts from geotechnical hazards to less-than-
significant levels.  Geotechnical hazard impacts under the revised project design would be comparable to 
those associated with the previously proposed project and would also be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level through implementation of the same mitigation measures. 

Seismicity 

Residences developed under the revised project design would be subject to the same strong ground 
shaking during an earthquake as the previously proposed project.  However, as the revised project design 
would construct 20 fewer residences on the project site than the previously proposed project, fewer 
people would be exposed to seismic hazards.  Seismic hazards for the revised project would be less-than-
significant.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures B-1 through B-6 (Draft EIR Section, page III.B-7) 
would further reduce these less than significant impacts.  
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Air Quality  

Approximately the same amount of land surface would be graded on a daily basis under both the revised 
project design and the previously proposed project.  Therefore, on a daily basis, short-term construction 
vehicle emission impacts would be approximately the same for both projects.  PM-10 emissions for both the 
previously proposed project and revised project design would be less than significant.  Potentially significant 
levels of ROG emissions for both the previously proposed project and revised project design could be 
mitigated to less than significant levels by extending the painting schedule which would result in reduced 
daily ROG emissions to below SCAQMD thresholds of 75 pounds/day.  Under both the revised project 
design and the previously proposed project, NOx emissions from construction equipment would exceed the 
SCAQMD’s threshold criteria.  Therefore, both the revised project design and the previously proposed 
project would create significant short-term air quality impacts.  However, because the revised project design 
disturbs 21.21 fewer acres, the shorter grading phase will result in fewer total construction vehicle 
emissions.  In addition, Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-20 (Draft EIR Section II, pages III. C17 through 
III.C-18) will contribute to a reduction in construction impacts.     

However, due to the smaller area of landform disturbance (approximately 21 acres of disturbance less than 
the previously proposed project), the revised project design would decrease the length of the grading phase, 
resulting in slightly fewer total construction vehicle emissions.   

Because operational air quality impacts derive almost entirely from vehicle emissions and, because the 
revised project design would generate approximately 270 fewer daily vehicle trips than the previously 
proposed project, the revised project design would be expected to generate approximately 32 percent less 
vehicle emissions than the previously proposed project.  Thus, the revised project design would further 
reduce the less-than-significant air quality impacts from operational vehicle emissions associated with the 
previously proposed project.   

Hydrology/Flood Hazard 

The revised project design would employ a comparable storm water drainage concept as the previously 
proposed project.  Storm drainage improvements would include on-site storm drains sized to convey 
“bulked” storm runoff flows through the development area for discharge into Medea Creek.  Also, both 
the previously proposed project and the revised project design would provide a comparably sized debris 
basin in the northwestern portion of the project site.  Because there is very little storm water infiltration 
that occurs on the undeveloped site, the developed conditions for the previously proposed project do not 
result in a material increase in site runoff.  This is also the case with the revised project design, which 
would not increase site runoff rates.  Therefore, peak runoff during a 50-year storm from the previously 
proposed project and revised project would be essentially the same and would not change the runoff rate 
compared to the “undeveloped” site conditions. Neither the revised project design nor the previously 
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proposed project would cause increased downstream flooding.  

Because the conversion of naturally vegetated hillsides to residential uses removes the debris production 
potential from the development area, the larger the development area the more debris reduction is 
achieved.  While both the revised project design and the previously proposed project would result in less 
downstream debris deposition than occurs under existing undeveloped conditions, the previously 
proposed project would achieve a greater reduction in debris deposition than the revised project design. 
The previously proposed project’s runoff-related impacts were less than significant.  The storm water 
runoff/hydrology impacts from revised project design would similarly be less than significant.  Mitigation 
measures D-1 through D-11 would further reduce these less than significant impacts. 

Water Quality 

The revised project design would utilize essentially the same strategies for preventing short-term 
construction-related water quality impacts as the previously proposed project: compliance with the 
NPDES requirements, including implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  These 
strategies would reduce short-term construction-related water quality impacts to less than significant 
levels for both the previously proposed project and the revised project design.   

With 20 fewer residences provided on the project site, there would be approximately 32 percent fewer 
vehicles on the project site under the revised project.  Consequently, the vehicles of the revised project design 
would incidentally release approximately 32 percent less hydrocarbon pollutants onto paved surfaces within 
the project site than the previously proposed project. Also, the revised project design would use approximately 
32 percent less exterior chemical applications such as fertilizers and pesticides as the previously proposed 
project.  Neither the revised project design nor the previously proposed project include horse keeping as a 
major development feature.  Therefore, overall the revised project design would reduce water quality impacts 
by approximately 32 percent, compared to the previously proposed project.   

The revised project design and the previously proposed project would use the same mechanical clarifier 
systems to comply with the Los Angeles County Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation Plan, where “first 
flush” cleansing of storm water runoff would be achieved.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section III.E, 
compliance with local, state and federal water quality control programs would reduce the previously proposed 
project’s water quality impacts to a less than significant level.  Similar compliance by the revised project 
design would result in comparable less-than-significant impacts.    

Biological Resources 

The revised project design would reduce grading impacts within SEA No. 6 by 17.43 acres, from 22.88 acres 
of disturbance under the previously proposed project to 5.45 acres.  The revised project design reduces the 
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number of residences in SEA No. 6 by 17 homes; moves the ingress roadway to the north of the fire 
station; removes all development from the vicinity of Drainage “M”; avoids all populations of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta on the project site; clusters all homes in proximity to Cornell Road; and eliminates the Street 
“E” cul-de-sac.  The design of the revised project also adequately addresses the six established SEA 
compatibility criteria implemented by the County similar to the previously proposed project except that the 
revised project design complies to a greater extent as identified in Table FEIR-3.  As discussed in Table FEIR-
3, the revised project is consistent, compatible or in substantial conformance with the six SEA compatibility 
criterion compared to the previously proposed project which was compatible with or in substantial 
conformance with two (3 and 5). As required by SEA compatibility criteria: the revised project design no 
longer fragments habitat with impacts to sensitive biotic resources, reduces the impact to watercourses and 
tributaries and avoids direct impacts to Medea Creek; it preserves the existing wildlife movement pathways 
within the project site, including within the SEA; it increases the amount of vegetative buffers used to protect 
critical resource areas, and avoids all impacts to the endangered Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
Mountains Dudleya (which is not located in the SEA No. 6 on the project site); it utilizes fences or walls as a 
supplementary buffer between development and natural habitat; and the revised project design reduces the 
conflict between project infrastructure and critical resources, by placing utilities underground and reducing the 
impact from proposed interior streets.  

Impacts to sensitive or endangered species are lessened by the design of the revised project:   

• Lyon’s pentachaeta: The revised project design would avoid direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta on 
the project site.  In contrast, the previously proposed project would directly impact a total area of 1.55 
of Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat. Approximately 1.71 acres of occupied Lyon’s pentachaeta is within 
the Fuel Modification Zone under the revised project design.  However, the plan for the maintenance 
of the Fuel Modification Zone that has been prepared protects the sensitive species found within the 
zone.           

• Santa Monica Mountains dudleya:  The revised project design would avoid all direct impacts to 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya on the project site by preserving the ridgeline where the habitat is 
located. The preserved ridgeline is the one that separates the two residential enclaves on the west side 
of Kanan Road.  The previously proposed project would have graded a roadway over the ridge, thus 
eliminating the dudleya habitat.  Indirect impacts to the dudleya habitat (approximately 0.22 acres) 
would occur due to fuel modification requirements with the revised project design.  However, the 
plan for the maintenance of the Fuel Modification Zone that has been prepared protects the sensitive 
species found within the zone.      

• Oak trees: The revised project design would reduce impacts to oak trees, compared to the previously 
proposed project.  The revised project design would remove 17 oaks and would encroach upon an 
additional 10 trees.  In contrast, the previously proposed project would have removed 18 oaks and 
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encroached upon an additional 17 trees. 

The revised project design would reduce the area of native habitat affected by fuel modification requirements. 
 Under the revised project design, approximately 21.9 acres within the project site and up to 1.23 acres offsite 
would be subject to fuel modification.  In comparison, the previously proposed project would have resulted in 
24.7 acres of fuel modification within the project site and up to 2.3 acres offsite.  Thus, the revised project 
design would reduce fuel modification impacts on approximately 3.78 acres. 

There are no direct impacts to Medea Creek associated with either the previously proposed project or the 
revised project design. Furthermore, the revised project design eliminates impacts to Drainages M and D (and 
D’s tributaries) within the SEA.     

In conclusion, the revised project reduces all impacts to biological resources to less-than-significant levels, 
with the exception of the inevitable loss of habitat from site development. 

Cultural Resources  

The revised project design would impact the same archaeological remains as the previously proposed project; 
therefore, its impacts to Cultural Resources would be the same as those associated with the previously 
proposed project.  The Phase II test excavations and surface collections have served to completely and 
adequately mitigate all adverse impacts that might accrue to seven of the eight archaeological sites on the 
project site.  The remaining site, CA-LAN-2078 would be preserved in an open space lot.  Thus, the 
project’s impacts remain less than significant.     

Noise  

Construction noise levels under the revised project design would be essentially the same as those associated 
with the previously proposed project.  Because construction would take place in essentially the same locations 
as in the previously proposed project, the same existing residences would experience the same short-term 
construction noise impacts.  However, because there would be 20 fewer homes and approximately 21.21 
fewer acres of grading, the revised project design would decrease the overall length of time nearby existing 
residences would be exposed to construction noise.  Nevertheless, short-term construction related noise 
impacts would remain significant.  

The revised project design would generate less (i.e., 270 daily trips) vehicular traffic than the previously 
proposed project.  Consequently, the revised project design would be expected to reduce further the less-than-
significant traffic noise produced by the previously proposed project.    

Visual Qualities  
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The revised project design would reduce visual quality impacts.  This is achieved by: reduction of the total 
number of homes on the project site from 81 to 61; reduction of landform alteration due to grading by 
approximately 21.21 acres; reduction of fuel modification by approximately two and one half acres; reduction 
of building pad heights by a range from five to 23 feet, depending on location; reduction of retaining wall 
heights from a maximum of 28 feet to walls of no more than 10 feet2; reduction of cut slopes from 70 feet to a 
maximum height of 40 feet; and, reduction of fill slopes from 65 feet to a maximum of 40 feet.   

The retention of the secondary ridgeline in the central portion of the project site, on the west side of Kanan 
Road, would break up the “massing” of homes in that area and would help to create the appearance of a 
smaller project.  The revised project design incorporates variable gradient slopes ascending to the building 
pads for a more natural, contour graded effect in the area.  

The enclave located between Kanan and Cornell Roads would be essentially the same as in the previously 
proposed project.  Thus, there would be no substantial changes in visual qualities in this portion of the project 
site. 

On the east side of Cornell Road, the revised project design would develop 10 homes (within SEA No. 6), 
17 fewer homes than would have been provided in this area by the previously proposed project.  Eight of 
the single-family lots east of Cornell Road are proposed to be semi-custom or custom home lots within a 
gated neighborhood; two single-family lots will take access directly from Cornell Road south of the 
existing fire station.  The previously proposed project included an extension of the “E” cul-de-sac that 
caused fragmentation of the SEA.  The revised project eliminates the “E” Street cul-de-sac and 
concentrates development adjacent to Cornell Road, to minimize impacts to the SEA.     

In conclusion, while the revised project would reduce all visual quality impacts, residual impacts resulting 
from the conversion of hillsides to a residential setting would remain unavoidable and significant. 

Light and Glare   

The revised project design would create slightly fewer sources of residential night lighting on the project 
site, since it would provide 20 fewer residences than the previously proposed project.  Both the previously 
proposed project and the revised project design would mitigate night lighting impacts to less-than-
significant levels.  With 20 fewer homes on the project site, the revised project design would reduce 
lighting impacts compared to the previously proposed project.     

Land Use Compatibility 

                       
2 The one exception is the wall on the north side of Lots 1-4.  Because the grading plan for this area has not change, this crib 
wall has been retained as originally designed in the previously proposed project: maximum height of 17 feet and a length of 320 
feet.   
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The revised project design would be consistent with the land use density permitted by the Los Angles County 
General Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, and existing zoning. Similar to the previously 
proposed project, the revised project design would also cluster development into residential enclaves which 
are encouraged by the SMMNAP.  Furthermore, the revised project design would decrease impacts to 
biological resources within SEA No. 6.  The revised project design would not physically divide an established 
community.  Also, because of its reduced density, the revised project design is more compatible in land use 
and density with the existing pattern of residential development adjacent to the project site (i.e., along Cornell 
and Silver Creek Roads), and further to the south than the previously proposed project.  Lastly, the revised 
project design is considered to be more in conformance with the goals and policies of the SMMNAP policies 
and with the General Plan SEA compatibility criteria than the previously proposed project.  While land use 
impacts resulting from the previously proposed project were determined to be less-than-significant, land use 
impacts as a result of the revised project would be further reduced.  

Traffic and Access 

The project traffic for the Revised Project is summarized below.  Trip generation estimates for the 
previously proposed 81-unit development are also presented in Table FEIR-6, for comparison purposes. 

Table FEIR-6 
Summary of Project Trip Generation Old Site Plan vs. Revised Site Plan 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Land Use Daily In Out In Out 

81 Single Family Homes 854 17 50 57 32 

61 Single Family Homes 584 12 34 39 23 

Reduction in Project Trips 270 5 16 18 9 

 

When compared to the previous proposed project, the revised project will generate 270 fewer trips per 
day, with 21 fewer trips in the morning peak hour, and 27 less trips in the evening peak hour. 

Reduced Impacts-Cumulative Conditions 

The traffic study for the previously proposed 81-unit project identified a significant project impact at the 
intersections of Kanan Road and Canwood Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Road.  The two impacted 
study intersections were re-analyzed for Cumulative Conditions to determine the revised 61-unit Project’s 
impact.  The results of the cumulative analysis are summarized in Table FEIR-7,below.  Intersection 
analysis worksheets are included in Appendix O-2 of this Final EIR. 
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Table FEIR-7 
Summary of Intersection Operation Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative Cum Plus Project 
Study Intersection ICU LOS ICU LOS 

Project 
Impact 

Kanan Rd. at Canwood St 
AM Peak Hour 
PM Peak Hour 

 
0.639 
0.898 

 
B 
D 

 
0.639 
0.899 

 
C 
D 

 
0.000 
0.001 

Kanan Rd. at Agoura Rd 
AM Peak Hour 
PM Peak Hour 

 
0.744 
0.842 

 
C 
D 

 
0.754 
0.855 

 
C 
D 

 
0.009 
0.013 

 

The project impact at the study intersections in the City of Agoura Hills would be considered to be 
significant if the project causes any intersection to worsen from acceptable to unacceptable conditions, or 
if the project causes an unacceptable ICU to increase by 0.02 or more.  Based on these criteria, with the 
reduced project traffic from the 61-unit development, the project traffic at the two impacted intersections 
will no longer be a significant impact. 

With the recent KananRoad/SR-101 interchange improvements, the intersection of Kanan Road at 
Canwood Street is now a T-intersection.  The intersection is forecasted to operate at Los “D” in the 
evening peak hour.  The project impact at this intersection would be 0.001, far below the threshold of 
significance. 

The intersection of Kanan Road at Agoura Road is forecasted to operate at LOS “D” in the evening peak 
hour in the future, without the Agoura Village Specific Plan (AVSP) project.  The project impact at this 
intersection would be 0.013, which is below the threshold of significance. 

It is acknowledged that the Agoura Village Specific Plan project has proposed a roundabout for the 
intersection of Kanan Road and Agoura Road.  With the AVSP traffic and the roundabout improvements 
proposed as part of the AVSP, the Level of Service at the intersection would be LOS “A” during both 
peak hours under Cumulative plus Project traffic conditions.  With the revised project’s traffic, the 
roundabout intersection would continue to operate at LOS “A” in both peak hours. 

Weekend Conditions 

Weekend 24-hour traffic counts were collected on Kanan Road between Agoura Road and Cornell Way 
on a Saturday and a Sunday during the months of August 2005 (Summer Season) and February, 2006 
(off-peak season).  Copies of the count sheets are provided in Appendix O-2. 
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In August, the 24-hour volume on Kanan Road was approximately 22,500 vehicles on Saturday, and 
20,700 on Sunday.  In February, the Saturday volume was 20,050, and the Sunday volume was 
approximately 16,200.  In all cases, the weekend traffic volumes on Kanan Road were lighter during the 
morning hours, and grew through the afternoon hours, with the one-hour peak occurring between 4:00 
and 5:00 PM on Saturday.  On Sunday, the August peak hour occurred from 5:00 to 6:00 PM, while in 
February the peak hour on Sunday was 2:00 to 3:00 PM. 

Project trip generation for the 61-unit development for weekend conditions is summarized in Table FEIR-
8, below.  Project weekend traffic will be 616 daily and 57 peak hour vehicles on a Saturday and 536 
daily and 53 peak hour vehicles on a Sunday. 

Table FEIR-8 
Summary of Project Trip Generation Weekend Conditions 

Peak Hour 
Land Use  Daily 

In Out 

Rates 10.1 0.5076 0.4324 
Saturday 

Trips 616 31 26 
Rates 8.78 0.4558 0.4042 

Sunday 
Trips 536 28 25 

 

A peak hour delay analysis was conducted at the Street A intersection with Kanan Road, which is the 
project entrance that will have the greatest volume of project traffic entering and exiting Kanan Road.  
The results are summarized in Table FEIR-9, below.  Analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix O-2. 
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Table FEIR-9 
Peak Hour Delay Analysis 
(Delay measured in seconds) 

Saturday Sunday (Delay measured 
in seconds) 

Date 

Intersection 
Delay LOS Delay LOS 

August, 2005 Kanan Road and Street A 22.1 C 17.1 C 

February, 2006 Kanan Road and Street A 18.3 C 17.9 C 

 

Generally, the project traffic entering and exiting the Street A entrance on Kanan Road during the 
heaviest hour of the day on a weekend will be able to do so with LOS “C” or better delay during the 
summer and off-peak seasons. 

The project’s weekend impact on roadway operation was evaluated using the two-lane roadway analysis 
methodology.  The results are shown in Table FEIR-10, below.  In each case, the project traffic is less 
than 3% of the existing traffic, and the project impact would not exceed the significance criteria. 

Table FEIR-10 
Two-Lane Roadway Analysis 

Volume 
Count Period Day NB SB Total Split Capacity V/C LOS 

Proj. 
Vol. 

%-
age Signif.?

Sat 1,187 
1,03

1 2,218 
50/5

0 2,800 0.79 C 41 1.85% No 
Peak Month 

(August) Sun 
1,109

7 888 1,985 
60/4

0 2,650 0.75 C 36 1.81% No 

Sat 956 826 1,782 
50/5

0 2,800 0.64 C 41 2.30% No 
Off-Peak Month 

(February) Sun 823 847 1,570 
50/5

0 2,800 0.60 A 36 2.16% No 

 

Conclusion 

The Revised Project has been reduced from 81 to 61 single-family dwelling units.  The project traffic 
generation and traffic impacts for the revised project will be less than previously identified in the traffic 
study for the 81-lot project.  The Revised Project will not cause a significant impact on weekday or 
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weekend traffic conditions.   

Fire Protection Services   

The revised project design would be subject to the same fire hazards and would receive the same level of fire 
protection as the previously proposed project.  The revised project design would provide 20 fewer residences 
on the project site, and therefore would reduce demand for fire protection services.  Nevertheless, both the 
revised project design and the previously proposed project would contribute to the need for new or 
physically altered Fire Department facilities; therefore, both would have potentially significant impacts on 
fire protection services, before mitigation.  However, the revised project design would mitigate its 
impacts to less than significant levels through the payment of a Developer Fee on Construction at a rate in 
effect at the time of issuance of building permits. 

Sheriff’s Services 

With 20 fewer residences on the project site, the revised project design would reduce the demand for Sheriff’s 
protective services, compared to the previously proposed project.  Neither the revised project design nor the 
previously proposed project would result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered Sheriff’s station or other facilities; therefore, the impact on 
Sheriff’s protective services under the revised project design would be less than significant.  

Education 

With 20 fewer residences on the project site, the revised project design would generate slightly fewer 
students (approximately 62 students), compared to the previously proposed project (approximately 82 
students).  The previously proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact 
associated with the provision of or need for new or physically altered schools in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives.  Therefore, impacts on public schools 
associated with the revised project design, which would be less than those associated with the previously 
proposed project, would also be less than significant.  Furthermore, the revised project design would 
mitigate school impacts by paying the maximum development fees permitted to be exacted under State 
law.   

Libraries   

With 20 fewer residences, the revised project design would reduce the demand for library services and 
facilities compared to the previously proposed project.  The previously proposed project would mitigate 
its impact by payment of the Library Facilities Mitigation Fee and the revised project design would also 
be required to pay the Fee.  Therefore, Library impacts from the revised project design would be less than 
significant.   



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch  II.  Revised Project Description 
Final Environmental Impact Report  II-41 

Parks and Recreation   

The revised project design would reduce demand for parks and recreation facilities compared to the 
previously proposed project.  The previously proposed project would mitigate its impact to County 
facilities by payment of the Quimby Fee; the revised project design would also be required to pay the Fee. 
With the required payment of Quimby fees to the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation, the revised project’s impacts on parks and recreational facilities in the County of Los Angeles 
would be less than significant. The Subdivision Map Act, Government Code Section 66477(a) (3), 
requires the County of Los Angeles to use the Quimby fees to develop new neighborhood or community 
parks or recreational facilities to serve the subdivision.   

Utilities – Water 

The revised project design would provide 20 fewer residences on the project site compared to the 
previously proposed project.  Therefore, its demand for water and impacts associated with water service 
would be proportionately reduced (by approximately 25 percent).  The previously proposed project would 
not require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; consequently, the revised project 
design impacts would be less than significant.  Furthermore, the previously proposed project would not 
result in insufficient water supplies available to serve the project site from existing entitlements and 
resources; consequently, revised project design impacts to water supplies would be less than significant.    

Utilities – Sewage  

The revised project design would generate approximately 25 percent less sewage than the previously proposed 
project.  The previously proposed project would not have required or resulted in the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, nor resulted in a determination that there was 
not adequate capacity to serve the project’s demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments.  
Therefore, previously proposed project impacts to the sewerage system would have been less than significant. 
 The revised project design would further reduce the previously proposed project’s less-than-significant 
sewage impacts.     

Utilities – Solid Waste   

The revised project design would generate approximately 25 percent less household solid waste than the 
previously proposed project.  Solid waste generated by the previously proposed project would not exceed 
daily capacity of the Calabasas Landfill, and its impacts would be less than significant.  Therefore, solid 
waste impacts under the revised project design would also be less than significant.       
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Electricity 

The revised project design would consume approximately 25 percent less electricity than the previously 
proposed project.  The previously proposed project could have been served by Southern California Edison 
and, with the use of modern energy efficient construction materials and compliance with Title 24, Part 6 of the 
California Code of Regulations: California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings, the previously proposed project would have been consistent with the State’s energy conservation 
standards and therefore would not have conflicted with adopted energy conservation plans.  Therefore, 
previously proposed project impacts to the electrical system would have been less than significant.  Impacts 
under the revised project design would be further reduced by approximately 25 percent and would 
consequently be less than significant.   

Natural Gas 

The revised project design would consume approximately 25 percent less natural gas than the previously 
proposed project.  SCG has stated that it could have accommodated the natural gas needs of the 
previously proposed project.  Furthermore, the previously proposed project would have been required to 
comply with the standards in Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations as they relate to the 
conservation of natural gas.  Also, the previously proposed project would have been required to use 
modern energy-efficient construction materials and otherwise comply with the State’s energy 
conservation standards.  Therefore, the previously proposed project would not have conflicted with 
adopted energy conservation plans.  Impacts associated with the revised project design would be 
approximately 25 percent less than those associated with the previously proposed project and 
consequently, less than significant.   

Conclusion 

Compared to the previously proposed project, the Revised Project would reduce each environmental effect of 
proposed development on the project site analyzed in the Draft EIR.  However, four unavoidable significant 
effects would still occur with the implementation of the Revised Project.  These are: (1) short-term, 
construction related air quality effects caused by the emissions from heavy duty construction equipment; (2) 
short-term construction-related noise effects caused by the proximity of proposed construction to existing 
homes; (3) long-term impacts to biological resources caused by the unavoidable loss of habitat; and (4) long-
term impacts to visual resources, caused by the conversion of undisturbed hillsides to a residential setting.  

E. Surrounding Land Uses 

During the public review process, comments were received regarding the nature of surrounding land uses, the 
extent of existing development in the surrounding area, and whether the project site should be considered the 
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gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area. The analyses in the Draft EIR discuss the 
nature of surrounding land uses in Section II, Environmental Setting and include both photographs of existing 
land uses in the surrounding area and an aerial photograph of the project site vicinity. Those graphic aids are 
supplemented by Figure FEIR-15 in this Final EIR.  Figure FEIR-15 is an updated aerial photograph which 
shows the project site in relationship to existing development to the south and the north, and indicates the 
location of the Agoura Village Specific Plan Area within the adjacent City of Agoura Hills. The Agoura 
Village Specific Plan Area proposes to develop as much as 948,500 square feet of new commercial 
development and 293 multi-family units in a 125-acre area.   In comparison, the revised project design 
proposes to develop 61 homes on 320.3 acres.   

Figure FEIR-16 indicates the size of existing lots in the immediate vicinity of the project site. 

F. History of the Project Site Design 

Prior to the release of the Draft EIR for public review and comment, the site plan for the proposed project 
under went a series of design iterations to address such concerns as consistency with the Santa Monica 
Mountains North Area Plan, and impacts to visual qualities, sensitive plant populations, wildlife habitat 
and habitat connectivity.  For example, in 1996, the proposal was for a 139-lot subdivision.  The project 
was subsequently reduced to 132 lots in 1999, 128 lots in 2000, 108 lots in 2002, and 81 lots in 2004.  
Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR, the site design was reduced to 71 lots in 2005, 66 lots in 2006 
and currently stands at 61 lots.  Figure FEIR-17 presents a graphic history of the evolution of the project’s 
site plan. 



Source: Halladay and Mim Mack, April 25, 2007.

Figure FEIR-15
Aerial Photograph of Agoura Village Specific Plan 

and Triangle Ranch



Parcel Size      No. of Parcels

10,000 s.f.-14,999 s.f  15

15,000 s.f-1 Acre  86

1+ Acre-1.5 Acre  38

1.5+ Acre-2 Acre  6

2+ Acre-5 Acre  10

5+ Acre-10 Acre  3

10+ Acre   17

Parcel Number

Source: Halliday, Mim Mack, 2006.

Figure FEIR-16
Map of Nearby Existing Lot Sizes



SITE LAYOUT DEVELOPMENT

Planned Lots # of Lots

1997 126 Lots

1999 132 Lots

2000 128 Lots

2002 108 Lots

2004 81 Lots

1996 139 Lots TRIANGLE RANCH

2007 61 Lots

2005 71 Lots

2006 66 Lots

April

September

Source: Halliday & Mim Mack, April 25, 2007.

Figure FEIR-17
Evolution of Project Site Plan
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G.  Comparison of Revised 61-Lot Project (Preferred Alternative) with the Draft EIR 
Alternatives 

Alternative 1 - No Project   

Under a No Project alternative, neither the proposed Project nor the Revised Project would not be developed, 
and the site would remain in its current condition.  Existing temporary uses on the project site would most 
likely continue their operations: firewood cutting and storage adjacent to the north side of Los Angeles 
County Fire Station No. 65 and the former grading equipment storage and fill material stockpiling on the 
lower slopes of Ladyface Mountain.  None of the problems associated with these uses would be eliminated 
by the No Project Alternative.  For example, dust would continue to blow from the soil stockpiles and 
firewood cutting areas.  Surface water quality would continue to be compromised by sediment transport 
from the soil stockpile and firewood cutting areas.  Also, scenic quality of the Kanan and Cornell Road 
corridors would continue to be affected by views of the soil stockpile and firewood-cutting areas. 

Under this alternative, the proposed on-site excavation of approximately 498,400 cubic yards (308,500 
cubic yards required for the Revised Project) would not occur and there would be no additional landform 
alterations (i.e., construction of roadways, building pads, and cut and fill slopes) and no changes in 
existing drainage patterns.  Debris and soils currently flowing into Medea Creek would not be reduced 
which will have on-going negative impacts on Medea Creek, Malibou Lake and Malibu Lagoon. There 
would be no new sources of water quality impacts to Medea Creek; however, there would also be no 
cleanup of existing sources, such as the former soil stockpiling at the base of Ladyface Mountain.  There 
would be no loss of native habitat and no loss of sensitive plant species, such as coast live oaks, Lyon’s 
pentachaeta, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, etc.  Nor would there be any elimination of wildlife, 
encroachments on wildlife movement corridors, nor fragmentation of the SEA.  There would be no 
increase in ambient noise levels and there would be no increase in site illumination at night.  There would 
be no additional traffic on Kanan or Cornell Roads.  There would also be no increased demand on public 
services (e.g., sheriff/fire emergency services, schools), or utilities (e.g., domestic water supplies and 
sewage treatment).  Also, there would be no alterations to existing views of the site from surrounding 
areas, including Kanan Road.  However, there would be no dedication of open space to a public resources 
agency, and there would be no dedication of the on-site portion of the Zuma Ridge hiking/equestrian trail. 
Although open space would be preserve in the short run, in the long run, because the property is in private 
hands, it would likely be developed and there can be no guarantees that future development would 
provide for dedicated open space or otherwise result in fewer environmental impacts than the Proposed 
Project. 

A negative aspect of Alternative 1 is that it does not promote employment and would result in decreased 
revenues.   
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Relationship to Project Objectives 

With respect to the North Area Plan, the “no Project” Alternative would: 

• Maintain the continuation of existing settlement patterns, especially the more remote rural 
enclaves, embracing the area’s rural and semi-rural character.   

• Protect natural environments especially sensitive flora and fauna biological habitats.  A major 
contributing factor to this is surface and underground water quality which may be affected by 
alterations to watersheds (in particular Malibu Creek and other key watersheds).   

• Protect areas of scenic beauty and natural open space.   

• Preserve undisturbed terrain in its natural state, not only to preserve natural environmental 
features, but also to protect resident’s health and safety within developed lands.  This is to be 
achieved through consciously choosing to protect the natural terrain in its natural state over 
allowing development projects to proceed simply because impacts can be mitigated. 

By retaining the existing site conditions this alternative would not accomplish the following applicant’s 
objectives:    

• Preserve approximately 287.77 acres of permanent open space, or 90 percent of the project site. 

• Provide high-quality housing for local and area residents to meet existing and future needs of 
those desiring to live in the Santa Monica Mountains and to help alleviate the severe housing 
shortage in the greater Los Angeles region. 
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Alternative 2 - Large Lot Alternative  

This alternative combines the design implications of two complementary concepts raised by public 
comments.  The first is that the project site should be developed with large-lot ranchette type development, 
similar to existing large-lot developments located on the Wagon Road, just south of the project site.  The 
second concept is that the project site should be developed with a density not to exceed that permitted by an 
early version of the Draft Ventura Freeway Corridor Areawide Plan.  The early version of the Draft Ventura 
Freeway Corridor Areawide Plan referred to by the local homeowners that suggested this alternative 
proposed a density of one unit per 5 (five) acres over the entire site.  Using that density as a guideline, 
Alternative 2, provides for the development of 53 estate/ranchettes on lots that average approximately 6.0 
acres in size (see Figure V-1).  

Because of the large lot design, this alternative has been designed as an exclusive, horse-oriented 
community.  Large pad areas that maximize the useable portions of each lot would be provided west of 
Cornell Road.  The average pad size in this area would be approximately 74,000 square feet (or 1.7 acres).  
A total of 19 units would be developed west of Kanan Road, while four (4) units would be developed 
between Kanan and Cornell Roads.  On the east side of Cornell Road, natural topographic features and 
sensitive biological areas limit the feasibility of large pad areas.  In this area, the grading pattern for 
roadways and building pads follows the contours and slope of the natural terrain.  Grading east of Cornell 
road has been designed to avoid the largest sensitive plant populations and Drainage “B.” These restrictions 
combine to limit the maximum number of lots to 30, east of Cornell Road.   

While a total area of 223.7 acres would be left undisturbed by the necessary grading for this alternative, the 
large lot design precludes the opportunity for preservation of open space, either as a public dedication or as 
private open space maintained by a homeowners' association.  Instead, all of the undeveloped hillsides would 
be included in the individual lot ownerships.  In specific areas where sensitive plants occur, some form of 
deed restrictions would be required to protect the resources.  However, for the most part, no restrictions on 
the homeowners’ rights to use their entire property are envisioned as part of this alternative.  

While the project site’s Residential Plan Development (RPD) zoning would permit the stabling of up to eight 
(8) horses per acre, the following analysis assumes an average of two horses per residence, or a total of 106 
horses on the site.  

Grading 

Under Alternative 2, approximately 96.6 acres of landform alternation requiring the earth movement of 
2,193,000 cubic yards would occur. This is 48 acres more land disturbance and 1,694,600 cubic yards more 
grading than would be required for the proposed project.  (In comparison, the Revised Project would require 
69.21 acres less land disturbance and 1,884,500 cubic yards of grading less than Alternative 2.)  This works 
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out to an average of approximately 41,400 cubic yards of grading per residence under Alternative 2, 
compared to an average of approximately 6,153 cubic yards per residence for the proposed project and 5,057 
cubic yards per residence for the Revised Project.  The majority of this grading would occur west of Kanan 
Road, where a total area of 68.1 acres (or 54.9 percent of the project site west of Kanan Road) would be 
subject to mass grading.  In comparison, the proposed project would grade an area of 21.54 acres west of 
Kanan Road and the Revised Project would grade 19.65 acres.  Alternative 2 would disturb approximately 
25.4 acres east of Cornell Road, compared to approximately 22.9 acres disturbed by the proposed project and 
5.45 acres disturbed by the Revised Project.   

Alternative 2 and the proposed project (and the Revised Project) would occupy the same 320.3-acre 
project site and would be exposed to the same general geotechnical conditions.  Similar to the proposed 
project, it is anticipated that this alternative could result in significant impacts due to the potential for 
boulder roll and debris flow.  In addition, since Alternative 2 would include the development of land that 
would otherwise be preserved as open space under the proposed project, it is conceivable that the 
development of Alternative 2 could involve unforeseen geotechnical conditions.  However, if adverse 
geotechnical conditions are encountered, the layout of the large lots proposed under Alternative 2 could 
be refined to accommodate and/or rectify these conditions.  As more land would be preserved as open 
space under the Revised Project, the area that could experience potential impacts related to geotechnical 
conditions would be smaller than under both the proposed project and Alternative 2. 

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the recommended mitigation measures (see Section 
III.A (Geotechnical Hazards – Grading) would reduce potentially significant impacts to earth resources to 
less-than-significant levels.  Therefore, such impacts under Alternative 2 and the Revised Project would 
be similar to the proposed project.  However, because of its reduced density, fewer people and structures 
would be exposed to geotechnical hazards under Alternative 2 than under the proposed project.  Impacts 
under the Revised Project would also be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation 
measures.  In general, under the Revised Project fewer people and structures would be exposed to 
geotechnical hazards than under the Proposed Project.  However Alternative 2 would expose even fewer 
structures because there are eight less structures proposed.   

Seismicity   

Alternative 2 and the Revised Project would be subject to the same strong ground shaking during an 
earthquake as the proposed project.  The only difference being that fewer people and structures on the 
property would be subject to the ground shaking.  However, under Alternative 2 there could be over 100 
horses occupying the site as well.  Seismic hazards for all three alternatives would be comparable and less 
than significant. 

Air Quality  
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Short-term, construction-related air quality impacts depend primarily on the area of soil disturbance and the 
duration of construction activities.  This analysis assumes that the same amount of land surface would be 
disturbed, on a daily basis, under Alternative 2, the Proposed Project and the Revised Project.  Therefore, on 
a daily basis, short-term air quality impacts would be similar for all three scenarios.  However, because 
Alternative 2 would involve approximately 4.4 times more earth movement than the Proposed Project and 
7.1 times more earth movement than the Revised Project, its grading operation would also be expected to last 
approximately 4.4 times and 7.1 times as long, respectively.  Under Alternative 2, the Proposed Project and 
the Revised Project, NOx emissions from construction equipment would exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold 
criteria.  Therefore, all three scenarios would create significant short-term air quality impacts, although the 
Revised Project would emit the least amount of NOx..   

Because operational air quality impacts derive almost entirely from vehicle emissions and, because 
Alternative 2 would only generate approximately two-thirds the number of vehicle trips of the Proposed 
Project, Alternative 2 would be expected to generate approximately two-thirds the vehicle emissions as the 
Proposed Project and would serve to reduce further impacts that are already considered less than significant 
under the Proposed Project design.  Alternative 2 would generate approximately 13 percent less vehicle trips 
that the Revised Project and therefore would be expected to generate 13 percent less emissions than 
generated by the Revised Project.  However, as the impacts under the Proposed Project are considered less 
than significant, impacts under both Alternative 2 and the Revised Project would also be considered less than 
significant. 

Hydrology/Flood Hazard 

Alternative 2 and the Revised Project would employ a stormwater drainage concept similar to that of the 
Proposed Project.  Storm drainage improvements would include on-site storm drains increased in size to 
convey “bulked” storm runoff flows through the development area for discharge into Medea Creek.  Also, 
one or more debris basins would be “sized” to release a controlled flow of storm water.  Therefore, peak 
runoff during a 50-year storm from all three projects would be expected to be comparable.  While fewer 
proposed residences under Alternative 2 would create less impermeable surface area than the Proposed 
Project, the longer roads would counter that effect with an increase in impermeable surface area.  
Consequently, total impermeable surface area for Alternative 2 would be roughly comparable to that 
under the proposed project.  While the Revised Project would develop eight more homes than Alternative 
2; the longer roads under Alternative 2 would be expected to result in a greater amount of impermeable 
surface than the Revised Project.  Downstream debris export from Alternative 2 would be less due to the 
larger area of native vegetation clearance than both the Proposed Project and the Revised Project, though 
siltation may be expected to potentially increase for the same reason.  The Proposed Project mitigates its 
runoff-related impacts to a less than significant level.  Following implementation of the same level of 
mitigation, the impacts from Alternative 2 would similarly be reduced to a less than significant level.  
Similarly impacts from the Revised Project would also be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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Water Quality 

Alternative 2 and the Revised Project would utilize the same strategies (i.e., BMPs) for preventing short-
term construction-related water quality impacts as the Proposed Project.  These strategies would reduce 
short-term construction-related water quality impacts for both the Proposed Project, and Alternative 2 to 
less than significant levels.  Construction of the Revised Project would also employ the same strategies 
for preventing short-term construction related water quality impacts and therefore impacts would 
similarly be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Concerning long-term operational water quality impacts, Alternative 2, the Proposed Project and the Revised 
Project would be required to comply with the Los Angeles County Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation 
Plan, where “first flush” cleansing of storm water runoff would be achieved.  There would be more cars on the 
project site under the Revised Project than under Alternative 2, which would proportionally increase the 
amount of hydrocarbon pollutants leaked onto paved surfaces. However, the use of exterior chemical 
applications such as fertilizers and pesticides would probably not be reduced proportionally to the fewer 
residences under Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 features large building pads with the possibility of large 
landscaped areas.  Consequently, the total area subject to such chemical applications could be somewhat 
greater under Alternative 2.  In comparison, the Revised Project would be expected to use substantially less 
chemical applications than Alternative 2. Also, the stabling and riding of approximately 106 horses on the 
project site (assuming two horses per residence) would introduce large quantities of manure and urine onto the 
site that could wash into Medea Creek during winter storms.  Horse keeping is not part of the Proposed 
Project, although some horse keeping could occur east of Cornell Road.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would have 
greater water quality impacts than the Proposed Project.  Horse keeping is not part of the Revised Project.  
Therefore the Revised Project would have less water quality impacts than Alternative 2. 

Biological Resources   

Alternative 2 would eliminate 48.0 acres of native habitat more than the Proposed Project.  The majority of 
this impact would occur west of Kanan Road, where all of the habitat on the lower slopes of Ladyface 
Mountain (within the project site) would be eliminated.  As with the Proposed Project, this pattern of 
development would preclude on-site east/west wildlife connection between SEA No. 6 and the undisturbed 
portions of Ladyface Mountain.  While the grading plan would avoid direct impacts to the most of the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta habitat on the eastern portion of the site, the sensitive habitat would be divided between a number 
of individual owners.  This would make on-going preservation of the sensitive species far more problematic. 
Additionally, the dispersed nature of development within the SEA would result in more, and larger, fuel-
modification areas to protect individual residences, would cause more fragmentation problems than the 
Proposed Project, and would be more disruptive to wildlife movement.  Independent SEATAC review would 
be required for this alternative.  In summary, this alternative would potentially impact the entire site and is 
inconsistent with any biological resources thereon.  Alternative 2 would have greater impacts to biological 
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resources than the Proposed Project.  As the Revised Project is intended in part to reduce impacts to sensitive 
biological resources, Alternative 2 would have greater impacts to biological resources than the Revised 
Project. 

Cultural Resources  

Phase II test excavations and surface collections conducted at the project site have served to completely 
and adequately mitigate all adverse impacts that might accrue on seven of the eight sites as a result of 
development.  Neither the proposed project nor the Revised Project would impact the eighth site (CA-
LAN-2078).  In contrast, grading for Alternative 2 would eliminate CA-LAN-2078. This would constitute a 
significant impact.  To mitigate this impact, Alternative 2 would be required to conduct a Phase III data 
recovery (salvage excavations).  While this is an acceptable means of reducing developmental impacts to 
cultural resources, avoidance and preservation is preferable.  Therefore, the impact to cultural resources 
created by Alternative 2 would be greater than that caused by either the proposed project or the Revised 
Project, although the impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Noise  

Construction noise levels in connection with Alternative 2 would be essentially the same as those associated 
with the proposed project and the Revised Project.  All three would result in significant short-term 
construction noise impacts.  However, since Alternative 2 would require approximately 4.4 times the length of 
time to prepare the site as the Proposed Project and 7.1 times the length of time to prepare site as the Revised 
Project, the length of exposure to those noise levels would be comparably greater than with either the 
proposed project or the Revised Project.  

Traffic generated by Alternative 2 would be approximately two thirds that generated by the proposed project 
and 13 percent less than the Revised Project. Consequently, Alternative 2 would also be expected to reduce 
traffic-related noise levels.  It should be noted that traffic noise emissions from the proposed project and the 
Revised Project would be less than significant; therefore, Alternative 2 would serve to reduce further noise 
impacts that are already considered less than significant.  

Visual Qualities  

Both Alternative 2 and the proposed project would have significant visual quality impacts, although those 
impacts would differ in nature. Alternative 2 would disperse a low level of residential development across the 
entire project site, whereas the proposed project would concentrate development closer to the highways. In 
addition to the proposed homes, Alternative 2 would create horse corals, fencing, vegetation removal, and 
a meandering internal circulation roadways on the east side of Cornell Road.   The resulting aesthetic 
effect of Alternative 2 would be a sense of the loss of open space over the entire project site.  Alternative 2 
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avoids the appearance of a suburban/semi rural development, but transforms a larger area into 
residential/ranchette-type uses.  Also, no open space dedication would occur under Alternative 2.  In contrast, 
the proposed project maximizes the amount of remaining open space, but creates denser development in 
enclaves.  Consequently, Alternative 2 would have a greater impact on the area’s scenic vistas than would 
the proposed project and would more substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the 
project site and its surroundings.   

The visual impacts of Alternative 2 compared to the Revised Project would be even greater than when 
compared to the proposed project.  The Revised Project reduced impacts of the proposed project.  As the 
impacts of Alternative 2 are greater than the proposed project, they would be greater still than those of the 
Revised Project.  The Revised Site Plan has eight more homes than Alternative 2, however they would be of 
similar size to those previously proposed, clustered and concentrated closer to the highways.  Under the 
Revised Project, approximately 90 percent of the project site would be retained as open space.  Grading and 
alteration of landforms would be substantially reduced, and the retention of the secondary ridgeline in the 
central portion of the project site, on the west side of Kanan Road, would break up the “massing” of homes in 
that area and would help to create the appearance of a smaller project.  The Revised Project incorporates 
variable gradient slopes ascending to the building pads for a more natural, contour graded effect in the area. 
Consequently, Alternative 2 would have a greater impact on the area’s scenic vistas than would the 
Revised Project.  

Light and Glare   

Alternative 2 would create fewer sources of residential night lighting that the proposed project, although 
those sources would be spread out over the entire property.  Additionally, low levels of street lighting 
would be provided on all internal circulation roadways for security and identification purposes. Because 
of the dispersed nature of this alternative and the more extensive internal roadway system, this alternative 
would generate low levels of night lighting throughout a major portion of the 320.3-acre project site.  In 
comparison, the proposed project would concentrate lighting (hence creating a brighter source) within the 
48.6 acres of residential enclaves.  Because lighting under Alternative 2 would be more visible from 
Kanan and Cornell Roads, impacts from these highways would be considered more significant than under 
the proposed project.  On the other hand, impacts to the existing residences along Cornell Road and south 
of Silver Creek Road would be reduced due to the lower density of development.  Nevertheless, because 
major portions of the 320.3-acre project site would be subject to night lighting, night lighting impacts 
under Alternative 2 would be greater than for the proposed project.  The Revised Project would result in 
20 fewer homes than the Proposed Project and reduces the amount of night lighting on the site, as 
approximately 90 percent of the project site will remain open space.  Although there would be eight more 
homes under the Revised Site Plan than Alternative 2, the homes would be smaller and clustered rather 
than dispersed throughout the site.  As the Revised Project has fewer impacts than the proposed project 
and the proposed project, the impacts of Alternative 2 compared to the Revised Project would be even 
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greater. 

Land Use Community  

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would be consistent with the land use density permitted by the 
Los Angles County General Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, and existing zoning. 
However, unlike the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 does not concentrate development, which is encouraged 
by the SMMNAP.  Furthermore, Alternative 2 would increase impacts to SEA No. 6, which is not consistent 
with the intent of the SMMNAP.  Neither the proposed project nor the Alternative 2 would physically divide 
an established community.  Also, Alternative 2 is compatible in land use and density with the existing pattern 
of residential development adjacent to the project site (i.e., along Cornell and Silver Creek Roads), and further 
to the south.  While the proposed project would create significant land use impacts due to its inconsistencies 
with some SMMNAP policies and some SEA compatibility criteria, Alternative 2 would further exacerbate 
these issues.   As with the Proposed Project and Alternative 2, the Revised Project would be consistent with 
the land use density permitted by the Los Angles County General Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North 
Area Plan, and existing zoning.  The Revised Project would not physically divide an established community.  
Also, because of its reduced density, the Revised Project is more compatible in land use and density with the 
existing pattern of residential development adjacent to the project site (i.e., along Cornell and Silver Creek 
Roads), and further to the south than the Proposed Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project, but in contrast to 
Alternative 2, it would cluster development into residential enclaves which are encouraged by the SMMNAP. 
 Furthermore, the Revised Project would decrease impacts to biological resources within SEA No. 6 and is in 
conformance with the goals and policies of the SMMNAP and with the SEA compatibility criteria, unlike the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 2.   

Traffic and Access 

Alternative 2 would generate approximately 559 vehicle trips per day.  This is 295 vehicle trips less than the 
854 trips expected from the Proposed Project and 25 daily vehicle trips less than the 584 generated by the 
Revised Project.  Therefore, traffic impacts from Alternative 2 would be less than those created by the 
Proposed Project and the Revised Project.  However, neither the Proposed Project nor the Revised Project 
creates significant traffic impacts at any of the study intersections or two-lane roadway segments.  Alternative 
2 would further reduce the project’s less than significant traffic impacts.  Based on County of Los Angeles 
criteria, the project would contribute to cumulative impacts at the intersections of Kanan Road at 
Canwood Street, and Kanan Road at Agoura Road.  The Proposed Project would mitigate its cumulative 
impact by payment of a fair-share of the costs for the improvements necessary to mitigate these 
conditions.  While the cumulative traffic impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be less than that of 
the Proposed Project, it would also be required to pay a fair share of the necessary improvements. The 
traffic impacts of the Revised Project would be similar to Alternative 2 as it only generates approximately 
five percent more vehicle trips than Alternative 2.  Similar to the Proposed Project, the Revised Project 
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would mitigate any impacts.  Therefore there is insignificant difference in the traffic impacts between the 
Revised Project and Alternative 2. 

Fire Protection Services   

Both Alternative 2 and the Proposed Project are subject to the same fire hazards and both would have the 
same level of fire protection.  However, by reducing the number of homes on the project site by 35 percent, 
Alternative 2 would theoretically decrease demand for fire protection and emergency services provided 
by the Los Angeles County Fire Department by approximately the same proportion.  However, fire 
hazards to homes and occupants in Alternative 2 would probably increase due to their greater isolation 
and distance from project site access points.  Also, response times to some homes under Alternative 2 
would be greater due to the dispersed nature of the subdivision.  Evacuation from the east side of Cornell 
Road under Alternative 2 would be more difficult and time consuming for the same reasons, even though 
there would be fewer people trying to evacuate the project site.   The Proposed Project would contribute 
to the need for new or physically altered Fire Department facilities; therefore, project impacts on fire 
protection services, before mitigation, would be potentially significant.  These impacts under Alternative 
2 would be further increased.  However, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 2 would mitigate their 
impacts to less than significant levels through the payment of a Developer Fee on Construction.  The 
Revised Site Plan has approximately 14 percent more homes on the site than Alternative 2.  However, the 
homes are more clustered and therefore, potential impacts associated with evacuation would not be as 
significant.  Similar to the Proposed Project and Alternative 2, impacts would be reduced to a level of 
insignificance through the payment of a fee.   

Sheriff’s Services 

With two-thirds the number of people that would reside on the project site, Alternative 2 can be expected to 
reduce the demand for Sheriff’s protective services by approximately the same proportion.  However, the 
Proposed Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered Sheriff’s station or other facilities; therefore, the Proposed Project’s impact 
of Sheriff’s protective services would be less than significant.  Alternative 2 would further reduce that 
less than significant impact.  Although the Revised Project would have approximately 14 percent more 
residents than Alternative 2, similar to the Proposed Project and Alternative 2, the impacts on Sheriff’s 
protective services would be less than significant. 

 

Education 

With one-third fewer residences on the project site than the Proposed Project and 14 percent fewer 
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residents than the Revised Project, Alternative 2 can be expected to reduce impacts to schools by 
approximately the same proportion, respectively.  However, neither the Proposed Project nor the Revised 
Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of or need 
for new or physically altered schools in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance 
objectives.  Therefore, project impacts on public schools would be less than significant.  Furthermore, the 
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would reduce its impact by paying the maximum development 
fees permitted to be exacted under State law.  The Proposed Project and the Revised Project’s less than 
significant impact would be further reduced by Alternative 2, which would also be required to pay 
development fees.   

Libraries   

Alternative 2 would generate approximately one-third less and 14 percent less demand for library services and 
facilities than the Proposed Project and Revised Project, respectively.  However, the Proposed Project and the 
Revised Project would mitigate its impact by payment of the Library Facilities Mitigation Fee; Alternative 2 
would also be required to pay the Fee.  Therefore, Library impacts from the Proposed Project, the Revised 
Project and Alternative 2 would be less than significant.   

Parks and Recreation   

Alternative 2 would generate approximately one-third and 14 percent less demand for parks and recreation 
facilities than the Proposed Project and Revised Project, respectively.  However, the project would mitigate its 
impact to County facilities by payment of the Quimby Fees; Alternative 2 would also be required to pay the 
Fees   Therefore, County parks and recreation impacts from the Proposed Project, the Revised Project and 
Alternative 2 would be less than significant.  However, for  the Proposed Project, Revised Project and 
Alternative 2, impacts to City of Agoura Hills’ parks and recreation facilities would only be mitigated if the 
County shares the Quimby Fees with the City. 

Utilities – Water 

Although Alternative 2 would develop one-third and 14 percent fewer residences than the Proposed Project 
and Revised Project, respectively, it is expected that its demand for water would be comparable to the 
Proposed Project and greater than the Revised Project because of its greater demand for landscape irrigation 
and water for horse keeping.  However, neither the Proposed Project nor the Revised Project would not 
require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental effects; consequently, project impacts would be less than 
significant.  Furthermore, neither the Proposed Project nor the Revised Project would result in insufficient 
water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources consequently, project 
impacts to water supplies would be less than significant.  Impacts associated with Alternative 2 would also be 
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less than significant, and essentially comparable to those of the Proposed Project and Revised Project. 

Utilities – Sewage  

Alternative 2 would generate approximately one-third and 14 percent less sewage than the Proposed Project 
and Revised Project, respectively.  However, neither the Proposed Project nor the Revised Project would 
require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
nor result in a determination that there is not adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments.  Therefore, impacts from the Proposed Project and Revised 
Project on the sewerage system would be less than significant.  Alternative 2 would further reduce the 
Proposed Project and Revised Project’s less-than-significant impact. 

Utilities – Solid Waste   

Alternative 2 would generate approximately one-third less household solid waste than the Proposed Project. 
 However, the solid waste generated by the Proposed Project would not exceed daily capacity of the 
Calabasas Landfill, and its impacts would be less than significant.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would further 
reduce the Proposed Project’s less-than-significant solid waste disposal impacts.     

Alternative 2 would also generate approximately 2,120 pounds of horse manure per day (i.e., 20 pounds of 
manure per horse per day x 2 horses per residence).  Horse manure cannot be disposed at the Calabasas 
Landfill, consequently, there would be no additional impact to the landfill from the horses.  Instead, the 
manure would mostly likely be collected from individual residences and delivered to an offsite facility for 
composting.   Neither the Proposed Project nor the Revised Project is intended for horse keeping and the few 
horses that might be kept on the project site would generate substantially less manure associated with 
Alternative 2.  

Electricity 

Alternative 2 would consume approximately one-third and 14 percent less electricity than the Proposed 
Project and Revised Project, respectively.  However, the Proposed Project and Revised Project can be served 
by Southern California Edison and, with the use of modern energy efficient construction materials and 
compliance with Title 24 standards, the Proposed Project and Revised Project would be consistent with the 
County’s energy conservation standards and therefore would not conflict with adopted energy conservation 
plans.  Therefore, impacts from the Proposed Project and the Revised Project on the electrical system would 
be less than significant.  Alternative 2 would further reduce the Proposed Project and Revised Project’s less-
than-significant impact.   

Natural Gas 
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Alternative 2 would consume approximately one-third and 14 percent less natural gas than the Proposed 
Project and Revised Project, respectively.  However, SCG has stated that it can accommodate the natural 
gas needs of the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  Furthermore, the Proposed Project and  Revised 
Project would comply with the standards in Title 24 as they relate to the conservation of natural gas.  
Also, the Proposed Project and Revised Project would use modern energy-efficient construction materials 
and otherwise comply with the State’s energy conservation standards.  Therefore, neither the Proposed 
Project nor the Revised Project would conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.   Alternative 2 
would be subject to the same requirements and, consequently, would further reduce the Proposed Project 
and Revised Project’s less-than-significant impact.   

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Alternative 2 would not satisfy all of the project objectives because it would result in the development of 
substantially fewer homes and no preservation of open space.  Specifically, with regard to the North Area 
Plan, Alternative 2 would not:  

• Protect natural environments especially sensitive flora and fauna biological habitats.  A major 
contributing factor to this is surface and underground water quality which may be affected by 
alterations to watersheds (in particular Malibu Creek and other key watersheds).   

• Protect areas of scenic beauty and natural open space.   

• Preserve undisturbed terrain in its natural state, not only to preserve natural environmental 
features, but also to protect resident’s health and safety within developed lands.  This is to be 
achieved through consciously choosing to protect the natural terrain in its natural state over 
allowing development projects to proceed simply because impacts can be mitigated.   

However, Alternative 2 would satisfy the following North Area Plan Objective: 

• To maintain the continuation of existing settlement patterns, especially the more remote rural 
enclaves, embracing the area’s rural and semi-rural character.   

With regard to the design concepts recommended by the County of Los Angeles, this alternative would 
not:  

• Concentrate development along the existing Kanan and Cornell Roads and to be in proximity to 
existing infrastructure and services. 

• To locate the majority of the development on the gentler slopes. 
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However, the project would be consistent with the following County of Los Angeles recommended 
design concepts:  

• To create a semi-rural residential community by minimizing or avoiding street lighting and 
construction of sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. 

• To design lots and roadways to avoid ridgelines. 

With regard to the project applicant’s objectives, Alternative 2 would not: 

• Minimize grading disturbance and human and domestic animal intrusions into the majority of the 
project site; 

• Preserve to the greatest extent possible the natural character of the site and the surrounding 
environment.   

• Preserve approximately 271.7 acres of permanent open space based on the Proposed Project or 
287.77 acres of permanent open space based on the Revised Project  

• Concentrate development on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the property, while 
preserving in perpetuity the more sensitive resources.  

• Site and design the proposed development to protect significant scenic vistas and features.   

• Concentrate development on the gentler slopes. 

Alternative 2 would involve the development of 53 new homes, which is a substantially smaller number 
of homes than would be developed under the Proposed Project, however only eight less home’s than the 
revised project design.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would satisfy the following project applicant’s 
objectives, although to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project or Revised Project:  

• To provide high-quality housing for local and area residents to meet existing and future needs of 
those desiring to live in the Santa Monica Mountains and to help alleviate the severe housing 
shortage in the greater Los Angeles region.   

• To develop the site in conformance with the goals and policies of the Los Angeles County 
General Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, and to the extent possible, the 
General Plan of the City of Agoura Hills. 
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Reduction of Significant Project Impacts 

The Proposed Project would result in significant environmental impacts following implementation of 
mitigation measures relative to short-term, construction-related vehicle emissions (NOx); biological 
resources (Lyon’s pentachaeta, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, loss of habitat, encroachment into 
SEA); construction noise; and visual qualities (i.e., scenic vistas; scenic resources; and visual character).  
Alternative 2 would not reduce any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project to a less-than-significant level. The Revised Project would result in significant impacts related to 
short-term, construction-related vehicle emissions (NOx); construction noise; and visual qualities (i.e., 
scenic vistas; scenic resources; and visual character), and biological resources (loss of habitat).  However, 
direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya and other biological resources 
would be either avoided entirely or reduced significantly.  Therefore, the Revised Project reduces 
environmental impacts to a greater extent than Alternative 2.  
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Alternative 3 – Alternate Site Plan  

Under Alternative 3, 81 residences would be developed on the project site, the same number of residences 
that would be provided by the Proposed Project and 20 more than under the Revised Project.  However, 
only two residential enclaves would be developed by Alternative 3 in contrast to the three enclaves 
planned by the Proposed Project and four enclaves planned for the Revised Project. One enclave would be 
located on the west side of Kanan Road (in contrast to the two enclaves proposed under the Revised 
Project on the west side of Kanan Road), while the second would be located on the east side of Cornell 
Road.  There would be no residential development between Kanan and Cornell Roads.   Under the 
Proposed Project, 10 residences would be developed in the northern portion of the project site between 
Kanan and Cornell Roads and under the Revised Project 11 residences are proposed for this enclave.   
Under Alternative 3, these 11 residences would be relocated to the enclave on the west side of Kanan 
Road.  Consequently, Alternative 3 would provide 11 more residences on the west side of Kanan Road (or 
a total of 54 residences) than the Proposed Project, which would provide 43 residences in the same area 
and 14 more residences than under the Revised Project, which would provide a total of 40 residences west 
of Kanan Road.  The design of the residential enclave on the east side of Cornell Road (i.e., 27 
residences) would be the same under the Proposed Project and Alternative 3 but would have 17 more 
residences than proposed under the Revised Project (see Figure V-2). 

The average lot size within the western enclave would be slightly smaller under Alternative 3 than under 
the Proposed Project and of similar size to the lots in the Revised Project.  Nevertheless, the street layout 
would be the same for both 81-lot designs.  Both the proposed project and Alternative 3 include the 
extension of the “E” cul-de-sac on the east side of Cornell Road that causes SEA fragmentation.  That 
long cul-de-sac has been eliminated in the revised project, which has eliminated the fragmentation 
concern. 

Rather than provide 11 residences in the area in the northern portion of the project site between Kanan 
and Cornell Roads, Alternative 3 would retain this area (approximately 4.3 acres) in its current vacant 
condition and designate it as an open space lot.   

Unlike the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would provide a second means of access for the residential 
enclave on the west side of Kanan Road.  Consequently, Alternative 3 would also be required to preserve 
the line-of-sight for 65 miles per hour speeds on Kanan Road in the southerly portion of the property.  
This would be accomplished by “laying” back the secondary ridge on the west side of Kanan Road at the 
southern property line at a 2:1 slope.  As shown on Figure V-2, most of this required cut slope (i.e. 2.08 
acres) is located offsite.  Since the project applicant does not control this property, actual construction 
would most likely be conducted by LA County. However, since the County does not control the off-site 
property, it may have to condemn the property through eminent domain before commencing the grading. 
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As indicated above, Alternative 3 would utilize a similar grading footprint as the previously Proposed 
Project, with three exceptions: (1) grading on the west side of Kanan Road would be extended southerly 
approximately 600 feet; (2) grading would include an offsite cut slope of 2.08 acres; and (3) there would 
be no grading between Kanan and Cornell Roads in the northern portion of the project site.  Therefore, 
Alternative 3 would increase total project site (and offsite) area disturbed by grading by 2.98 acres,  
compared to the previously Proposed Project and 24.19 acres compared to the Revised Project.  However, 
the extent of grading on the west side of Kanan Road in the northern portion of the project site (21.5 
acres) and on the east side of Cornell Road (22.9 acres) would be same for the previously Proposed 
Project and Alternative 3.   This represents 1.8 acres more on the west side of Kanan Road and 17.4 acres 
more on the east side of Cornell Road than the Revised Project.   

As discussed above, Alternative 3 would also be required to preserve the line-of-sight for 65 miles per 
hour speeds on Kanan Road in the southerly portion of the property.  This would be accomplished by 
“laying” back the secondary ridge on the west side of Kanan Road at the southern property line at a 2:1 
slope.  The cut slope would cover an area of approximately 2.08 acres, and would involve the export of 
approximately 131,500 cubic yards of excavated hillside.  Since the project applicant does not control this 
property, actual construction of this cut slope would most likely be conducted by LA County.  As 
discussed above, since the County does not control the off-site property, it may have to condemn the 
property through eminent domain before commencing the grading. While Alternative 3 would decrease 
grading impacts between Kanan and Cornell Roads, it would increase grading impacts in the southern 
portion of the project site and offsite.  Neither the previously proposed project nor the revised project 
require this off-site grading. 

Alternative 3 would be exposed to the same general geotechnical conditions as identified for the Proposed 
Project and Revised Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, it is anticipated that 
this alternative could result in significant impacts due to the potential for boulder roll and debris flow.  
However, similar to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures (see Section III.A (Geotechnical Hazards – Grading) would reduce potentially 
significant impacts from earth resources to less-than-significant levels.  Therefore, geotechnical hazard-
related impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project and Revised Project.   

Seismicity   

Alternative 3 would be subject to the same strong ground shaking during an earthquake as the Proposed 
Project and Revised Project.  Seismic hazards for the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 3 
would be comparable and less than significant. 
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Air Quality  

On a daily basis, approximately the same amount of land surface would be graded under both Alternative 3 
and the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  Therefore, on a daily basis, short-term construction vehicle 
emission impacts would be approximately the same for both projects.  PM-10 emissions for the Proposed 
Project, Revised Project and Alternative 3 would be less than significant.  Potentially significant ROG 
emissions for the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 3 could be mitigated to less than 
significant levels.  Under both Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project, NOx emissions from construction 
equipment would exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold criteria.  Therefore, both Alternative 3 and the Proposed 
Project would create significant short-term air quality impacts.  However, due to the slightly larger area of 
landform disturbance (2.98 acres), Alternative 3 would extend the length of the grading phase (by 
approximately 6 percent) resulting in greater total construction vehicle emissions over the Proposed Project.  
Compared to the Revised Project the grading phase could be approximately 47 percent longer resulting in 
significantly greater total construction vehicle emissions. 

Because operational air quality impacts derive almost entirely from vehicle emissions and, because 
Alternative 3 would generate the same number of vehicle trips as the previously Proposed Project, 
Alternative 3 would be expected to generate the same quantity of vehicle emissions as the previously 
Proposed Project.  However, the Revised Project generates 270 fewer vehicle trips per day than the Proposed 
Project and therefore, it would be expected to generate 32 percent less vehicle emissions than Alternative 3. 
Thus, Alternative 3 has a greater impact on air quality from operational vehicle emissions. However, as the 
long-term vehicle emissions from the previously Proposed Project would be less than significant; vehicle 
emissions associated with Alternative 3 and the revised project would also be less than significant.  

Hydrology/Flood Hazard 

Alternative 3 would employ the same stormwater drainage concept as the Proposed Project and Revised 
Project .  Storm drainage improvements would include on-site storm drains increased in size to convey 
“bulked” storm runoff flows through the development area for discharge into Medea Creek.  Also, a 
debris basin would be “sized” to release a controlled flow of storm water.  Because very little rainfall 
absorbs into the soil on the project site, the relocation of the 11 residences to the west side of Kanan Road 
would have a negligible effect on total runoff generated by the project site.  Therefore, peak runoff during 
a 50-year storm from the Proposed Project and Alternative 3 would be expected to be essentially the 
same, but slightly greater than the Revised Project because there would be greater soil absorption.  
However, debris generation from Alternative 3 would be slightly reduced, compared to the Proposed 
Project and Revised Project, due to slightly more area of native vegetation clearance (approximately 2.98 
acres).  The previously proposed project mitigates its runoff-related impacts to a less than significant 
level.  Following implementation of the same level of mitigation, the hydrology/flood hazard impacts 
from Alternative 3 and the revised project would similarly be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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Water Quality 

Alternative 3 would utilize the same strategies (i.e., BMPs) for preventing short-term construction-related 
water quality impacts as the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  These strategies would reduce short-
term construction-related water quality impacts for the Proposed Project, the Revised Project and 
Alternative 3 to less than significant levels.   

Concerning long-term operational water quality impacts, because both Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project 
would develop 81 residences on the project site, the type and quantities of “urban pollutants” generated by 
Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project would be essentially the same.  Alternative 3 would be expected to 
generate approximately the same number of cars on the project site, and Alternative 3 would be expected to 
use approximately the same amounts of exterior chemical applications such as fertilizers and pesticides as the 
Proposed Project.  Neither Alternative 3 nor the Proposed Project include horse keeping as major development 
feature.  Both Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the Los Angeles 
County Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation Plan, where “first flush” cleansing of storm water runoff would 
be achieved.  With the implementation of required water quality control programs (discussed in Section III.E), 
long-term operational water quality impacts for both Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project would be less 
than significant.  Although impacts would be less than significant, they would still be greater than the impacts 
generated by the Revised Project. 

Biological Resources 

Because Alternative 3 would use the same basic grading plan as the Proposed Project, its impacts to native 
vegetation communities on the west side of Kanan Road and the east side of Cornell Road would be the same 
as those associated with the Proposed Project.  However, since no grading would be conducted in the northern 
portion of the project site between Kanan and Cornell Roads, there would be no impacts to vegetation 
communities in this area (i.e., 4.3 acres). As with the Proposed Project, this pattern of development would 
preclude on-site east/west wildlife connection between SEA No. 6 and the undisturbed portions of Ladyface 
Mountain.  Impacts to the SEA would be the same for both Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project.  In 
particular, both Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project would have significant impacts on biological resources 
due to the loss of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Dudleya, and impacts to Drainage “B” south of the 
fire station. Therefore, Alternative 3 is inconsistent with SEATAC requirements.  Additionally, both 
Alternative 3 and the propose project would have significant impacts to sensitive wildlife species due to 
habitat removal.   Alternative 3 therefore, has significantly greater impacts than the Revised Project which 
specially addresses SEA No. 6 by clustering development and avoiding all on-site populations of the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta and reducing impacts to other sensitive biological resources.  Impacts associated with Alternative 
3 would be similar in comparison to the impacts of the Proposed Project compared to the Revised Project. 

Cultural Resources  
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The Phase II test excavations and surface collections have served to completely and adequately mitigate 
all adverse impacts that might accrue to seven of the eight archaeological sites on the project site.  The 
remaining site, CA-LAN-2078 would be preserved in an open space lot under Alternative 3, the Revised 
Project  and the Proposed Project.  Therefore, all three development scenarios would have less-than-
significant impacts on cultural resources.   

Noise  

Construction noise levels generated west of Kanan Road and east of Cornell Road would be essentially the 
same for Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project and the Revised Project.  While Alternative 3 would not 
require any grading between Kanan and Cornell Roads, it would extent grading on the west side of Kanan 600 
feet farther south than the Proposed Project.  It would also require 2.08 acres of offsite grading.  Therefore, 
Alternative 3 would increase noise impacts to residences on Silver Creek Road and, to a lesser extent, to 
residences farther to the south.   While Alternative 3 would reduce construction-noise impacts for those 
existing residences in the vicinity of the northern portion of Caleta Road, it would increase noise impacts to 
existing residences to the south of the project site.  Additionally, Alternative 3 would have significant short-
term construction noise impacts on existing residences along Cornell Road similar to the Proposed Project and 
Revised Project.  However, because there would be 20 fewer homes and approximately 24 fewer acres of 
grading, the Revised Project would decrease the overall length of time nearby existing residences would be 
exposed to construction noise.   In conclusion, Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project would cause significant 
short-term construction-related noise impact; however, Alternative 3 would most likely impact more sensitive 
receptors than the Proposed Project or the Revised Project. 

Traffic generated by Alternative 3 would be essentially the same as that generated by the Proposed Project. 
Consequently, Alternative 3 would be expected to produce comparable traffic-related noise levels. The 
Revised Project would generate less (i.e., 270 daily trips) vehicular traffic than the Proposed Project.  
However, traffic noise emissions from the Proposed Project and Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 
 Consequently, the Revised Project would be expected to reduce further the less-than-significant traffic noise 
produced by the Proposed Project and Alternative 3. 

Visual Qualities  

Alternative 3, the Proposed Project and the Revised Project would significantly impact the visual quality of 
those portions of the project site on the west side of Kanan Road and on the east side of Cornell Road.  In 
these two development areas, the similarity of development between the Proposed Project and  Alternative 3 
would result in comparable impacts to views from Kanan and Cornell Roads, from the existing residences 
along Cornell and Silver Creek Roads, and from existing residences located to the south of Silver Creek Road. 
 However, Alternative 3 would extend visual quality impacts approximately 600 feet farther south along the 
west side of Kanan Road than the Proposed Project.  Also, Alternative 3 would involve approximately 2.08 
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acres of offsite grading of a ridgeline prominently visible from Kanan Road.  On the other hand, Alternative 3 
would eliminate all residential construction in the northern portion of the project site between Kanan and 
Cornell Roads (i.e., 4.3 acres).  While each would have unique visual quality impacts, the overall visual 
quality affect of Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project would be significant and most likely comparable.  The 
Revised Project proposes 20 fewer homes on the site than the Proposed Project.  The reduction of impacts 
based on the revised design is similar to the reduction of impacts discussed in the Project Description. 

Light and Glare   

Alternative 3 would create more sources of residential night lighting on the west side of Kanan Road than 
the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  On the east side of Cornell Road, Alternative 3 and the 
Proposed Project would generate comparable levels of night lighting but increased lighting compared to 
the Revised Project.  However, Alternative 3 would eliminate all sources of night lighting in the northern 
portion of the project site between Kanan and Cornell Roads.  The Proposed Project, the Revised Project, 
and Alternative 3 would mitigate night lighting impacts to less-than-significant levels.  While each would 
have unique night lighting impacts, the overall night lighting affect of Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project 
would be most likely comparable and slightly greater than the lighting  and glare impacts generated by the 
Revised Project.     

Land Use Compatibility 

Similar to the Proposed Project and the Revised Project, Alternative 3 would be consistent with the land use 
density permitted by the Los Angles County General Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, and 
existing zoning. Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, Alternative 3 would also cluster 
development, which is encouraged by the SMMNAP.  Furthermore, Alternative 3 would not increase impacts 
to SEA No. 6.  Neither the Proposed Project nor the Alternative 3 would physically divide an established 
community.  Also, Alternative 3 is compatible in land use and density with the existing pattern of residential 
development adjacent to the project site (i.e., along Cornell and Silver Creek Roads), and further to the south.  
Land use impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those associated with the Proposed Project, which 
have been determined to be significant due to inconsistencies with some SMMNAP policies and some SEA 
compatibility criteria. The Revised Project would decrease impacts to biological resources within SEA No. 6. 
Also, because of its reduced density, the Revised Project is more compatible in land use and density with the 
existing pattern of residential development adjacent to the project site (i.e., along Cornell and Silver Creek 
Roads), and further to the south than the Proposed Project.  Lastly, the Revised Project is considered to be in 
conformance with the goals and policies of the SMMNAP and with the SEA compatibility criteria, unlike the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 3. 

Traffic and Access 
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Because it would contain the same number of single-family homes (i.e., 81), Alternative 3 would generate the 
same number of daily and peak hour vehicle trips as the Proposed Project, which is 270 trips more than under 
the Revised Project.  Alternative 3 would also have the same less-than-significant impacts at the study 
intersections and roadway segments.  Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would be required to pay 
a fair share of the roadway necessary improvements.  Although more daily trips would be generated by 
Alternative 3 than under the Revised Project, as identified above, the impacts would be less-than-
significant, 

Fire Protection Services   

Alternative 3 would be subject to the same fire hazards and would receive the same level of fire protection as 
the Proposed Project.  Alternative 3 would have the same number of homes in similar locations and street 
patterns and its impacts on Fire Protection Services would be essentially the same as those associated with the 
Proposed Project.  However, Alternative 3 would have a second means of access on the west side of Kanan 
Road, which would improve emergency access for that portion of the project site. The Revised Project would 
provide 20 fewer residences on the project site, and therefore would reduce demand for fire protection 
services.  Nevertheless, the Revised Project, the Proposed Project and Alternative 3 would contribute to the 
need for new or physically altered Fire Department facilities; therefore all would have potentially 
significant impacts on fire protection services, before mitigation.  However, all three would mitigate their 
impacts to less than significant levels through the payment of a Developer Fee on Construction.    

Sheriff’s Services 

With the same number of residences and residents, Alternative 3 would generate a comparable level of 
demand for Sheriff’s protective services as the Proposed Project and a slightly greater demand compared to 
the Revised Project.   Neither Alternative 3, the Revised Project nor the Proposed Project would result in a 
substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered Sheriff’s 
station or other facilities; therefore, the impact on Sheriff’s protective services under both Alternative 3, 
the Proposed Project and the revised project would be less than significant.   

Education 

With the same number of residences and residents, Alternative 3 would generate essentially the same 
number of students as the Proposed Project and slightly more than the Revised Project.  The Proposed 
Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of or need 
for new or physically altered schools in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance 
objectives.  Therefore, impacts from Alternative 3 on public schools would be comparable to the 
Proposed Project and also less than significant.  Furthermore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 3 
would mitigate school impacts by paying the development fees permitted to be exacted under State law. 
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Although impacts are considered less than significant, they would be greater under Alternative 3 than the 
Revised Project. 

Libraries   

With the same number of residences and residents and slightly greater numbers of resident Alternative 3 
would generate essentially the same demand for library services and facilities as the Proposed Project and 
a slightly greater demand than the Revised Project.  The Proposed Project would mitigate its impact by 
payment of the Library Facilities Mitigation Fee and Alternative 3 would also be required to pay the Fee. 
 However, the previously proposed project would mitigate its impact by payment of the Library Facilities 
Mitigation Fee; Alternative 3 would also be required to pay the Fee.  Therefore, Library impacts from 
both the previously Proposed Project, Alternative 3 and the revised project would be less than significant. 
  

Parks and Recreation   

Alternative 3 would generate essentially the same demand for parks and recreation facilities as the 
Proposed Project and a slightly greater demand for parks than under the Revised Project.  The project 
would mitigate its impact to County facilities by payment of the Quimby Fees; Alternative 3 would also 
be required to pay the Fees.   Therefore, impacts to County parks and recreation facilities from the 
Proposed Project, the Revised Project and Alternative 3 would be less than significant.  However, for the 
Proposed Project, the Revised Project and Alternative 3, impacts to City of Agoura Hills’ parks and 
recreation facilities would only be mitigated if the County shares the Quimby Fees with the City. 
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Utilities – Water 

Alternative 3 would have the same number of residences as the Proposed Project, and its demand for water 
would be comparable to that associated with the Proposed Project.  Both the Proposed Project and Alternative 
3 include 20 more units than the Revised Project or 25 percent more residences.  Thus, Alternative 3, similar 
to the Proposed Project would generate a demand for approximately 25 percent more water than the Revised 
Project.  The Proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new water facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities; consequently, project impacts would be less than significant.  Furthermore, the 
Proposed Project would not result in insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources; consequently, project impacts to water supplies would be less than significant. 
Although the demand for water would be greater under Alternative 3 than the Revised Project, impacts 
associated with Alternative 3 would still be less than significant, and essentially the same as those of the 
Proposed Project. 

Utilities – Sewage  

Alternative 3 would generate approximately the same quantity of sewage as the Proposed Project, 
approximately 25 percent more than the Revised Project.  However, the Proposed Project would not require or 
result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, nor result in 
a determination that there is not adequate capacity to serve the project’s project demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments.  The impacts from the Proposed Project to the sewerage system would be 
less than significant.  Therefore, although Alternative 3 would generate 25 percent more sewage than the 
Revised Project, impacts associated with Alternative 3 would also be less than significant, and essentially the 
same as those of the Proposed Project.   

Utilities – Solid Waste   

Alternative 3 would generate approximately the same quantity of household solid waste as the previously 
Proposed Project, approximately 25 percent more than the Revised Project.  Solid waste generated by the 
Proposed Project would not exceed daily capacity of the Calabasas Landfill, and its impacts would be less 
than significant.  Solid waste impacts under Alternative 3 would be comparable to the Proposed Project 
and also less than significant.  The revised project would further reduce solid waste impacts.      

Electricity 

Alternative 3 would consume approximately the same amount of electricity as the Proposed Project, 
approximately 25 percent more than the Revised Project.  However, as the Proposed Project can be served by 
Southern California Edison and, with the use of modern energy efficient construction materials and 
compliance with Title 24 standards, the Proposed Project and hence Alternative 3 would be consistent with the 
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County’s energy conservation standards and therefore would not conflict with adopted energy conservation 
plans.  Therefore, impacts from the previously Proposed Project and Alternative 3 on the electrical system 
would be less than significant. The revised project would further reduce those impacts.   

Natural Gas 

Alternative 3 would consume approximately the same amount of natural gas as the previously Proposed 
Project, approximately 25 percent more than the Revised Project.  SCG has stated that it can 
accommodate the natural gas needs of the Proposed Project.  Furthermore, the previously Proposed 
Project would comply with the standards in Title 24 as they relate to the conservation of natural gas.  
Also, the Proposed Project would use modern energy-efficient construction materials and otherwise 
comply with the State’s energy conservation standards.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.   Impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be similar 
to the Proposed Project and subject to the same requirements and would also result in less-than-significant 
impacts.  The revised project would further reduce those impacts. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Alternative 3 would satisfy all of the project objectives because it would develop the same number of 
residences as the Proposed Project and would increase the total amount of open space preservation 
(however, it would not provide as much open space as the Revised Project provides).  Specifically, with 
respect to the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, Alternative 3 would:  

• Maintain the continuation of existing settlement patterns, especially the more remote rural 
enclaves, embracing the area’s rural and semi-rural character.   

• Protect natural environments especially sensitive flora and fauna biological habitats.  A major 
contributing factor to this is surface and underground water quality which may be affected by 
alterations to watersheds (in particular Malibu Creek and other key watersheds).   

• Protect areas of scenic beauty and natural open space.   

• Preserve undisturbed terrain in its natural state, not only to preserve natural environmental 
features, but also to protect resident’s health and safety within developed lands.  This is to be 
achieved through consciously choosing to protect the natural terrain in its natural state over 
allowing development projects to proceed simply because impacts can be mitigated.   

With respect to the design objectives of Los Angeles County, Alternative 3 would: 
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• Create a semi-rural residential community by minimizing or avoiding street lighting and 
construction of sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. 

• Concentrate development along the existing Kanan and Cornell Roads and to be in proximity to 
existing infrastructure and services. 

• Design lots and roadways to avoid ridgelines. 

• Locate the majority of the development on the gentler slopes. 

With respect to the project applicant’s objectives, Alternative 3 would: 

• Minimize grading disturbance and human and domestic animal intrusions into the majority of the 
project site; 

• Preserve to the greatest extent possible the natural character of the site and the surrounding 
environment.   

• Preserve approximately 271.7 acres of permanent open space.  

• Concentrate development on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the property, while 
preserving in perpetuity the more sensitive resources.  

• Site and design the proposed development to protect significant scenic vistas and features.   

• Concentrate development on the gentler slopes. 

• To provide high-quality housing for local and area residents to meet existing and future needs of 
those desiring to live in the Santa Monica Mountains and to help alleviate the severe housing 
shortage in the greater Los Angeles region.   

• To develop the site in conformance with the goals and policies of the Los Angeles County 
General Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, and to the extent possible, the 
General Plan of the City of Agoura Hills. 

• Locate the residential development in proximity to existing infrastructure and services. 

Reduction of Significant Project Impacts 

The Proposed Project would result in significant environmental impacts following implementation of 
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mitigation measures relative to short-term, construction-related vehicle emissions (NOx); biological 
resources (Lyon’s pentachaeta, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, loss of habitat, encroachment into 
SEA); construction noise; and visual qualities (i.e., scenic vistas; scenic resources; and visual character).  
Alternative 3 would reduce aesthetic impacts to the portion of the project site located between Kanan and 
Cornell Roads.  In exchange, Alternative 3 resulted in increased aesthetic impacts along the west side of 
Kanan Road.  Alternative 3 would not reduce any of the significant environmental impact associated with 
the Proposed Project to a less-than-significant level.  Additionally, compared to the Revised Project, 
Alternative 3 would have greater impacts related to biological resources and visual resources.  Impacts 
that are mitigated by the Revised Project, (specifically, avoiding direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta 
 and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya populations on the project site) would not mitigated by Alternative 
3.  Additionally, short term air quality and noise impacts due to construction would occur for a shorter 
period of time during the Revised Project.  Compared to the Revised Project, Alternative 3 does not 
reduce any significant environmental impacts. 
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Alternative 4 – SEA/Reduced Lot Plan  

Alternative 4 reduces Proposed Project impacts to SEA No. 6 by reducing the number of residences on 
the east side of Cornell Road from 27 to 12 homes; by reducing the size of building pads to avoid impacts 
to the tributary drainage “M”; and by eliminating the eastern extension of the Street “E” cul-de-sac and 
the eastern most lots.  Alternative 4 reduces Proposed Project impacts to the area between Kanan and 
Cornell Roads by reducing the number of homes from 10 to six homes, and by single-loading the homes 
on the southwest side of the access road.  This design would use the roadway to buffer Medea Creek from 
residential uses. Alternative 4 reduces impacts to the west side of Kanan Road by reducing the number of 
homes from 44 to 26 homes; by preserving the central secondary ridge on the west side on Kanan and by 
eliminating all homes on the south side of that ridge.  In total, Alternative 4 would provide 44 new homes 
which is 17 fewer homes than proposed in the Revised Project.  Figure V-4 presents the site plan for 
Alternative 4.     

Under Alternative 4, the total area of grading disturbance within SEA No. 6 would be 11.65 acres.  
Consequently, Alternative 4 would decrease the area of grading within SEA No. 6 by approximately 
11.23 acres, compared to the Proposed Project but represent an increase of 6.2 acres compared to the 
Revised Project.  Concomitantly, Alternative 4 would also reduce the quantity of earthwork within SEA 
No. 6 compared to the Proposed Project, but not compared to the Revised Project.  There would be a total 
of approximately 172,900 cubic yards of excavation within SEA No. 6 under Alternative 4, which would 
be approximately 71,043 cubic yards less than graded by the Proposed Project.  However, under the 
Revised Project there would be a total of 65,060 cubic yards of excavation in SEA No. 6 which would be 
approximately 107,840 cubic yards less than Alternative 4. 

With respect to the entire project site, the Proposed Project would require 498,421 cubic yards of 
excavation, all of which would balance onsite.  In comparison, Alternative 4 would require a total of 
384,900 cubic yards of cut (113,521 cubic yards less than the Proposed Project), but only 155,660 cubic 
yards of fill.  The 229,240 cubic yards of excess fill material (not including compensation for a 5 – 10 
percent shrinkage factor) would need to be exported from the site.  Compared to the Revised Project, 
which would require a total of 308,500 cubic yards of cut, Alternative 4 requires 76,400 more cubic yards 
of cut.  The Revised Project requires a total of 309,200 cubic yards of fill and therefore, the earthwork 
would balance onsite and no excess material would be required to be exported from the site.  

In total, Alternative 4 would require 18.67 fewer acres of landform alteration than required for the 
Proposed Project, and 2.54 acres more acres than the Revised Project. Alternative 4 would require 
approximately 29.93 acres of total landform alternation on the project site; the Proposed Project would 
require 48.6 acres of landform alteration and the Revised Project requires 27.39 acres.  Table FEIR-11 
provides a comparative summary of the landform alteration requirements of Alternative 4, the Proposed 
Project and the Revised Project.  
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Table FEIR-11 
Alternative 4 – Comparative Landform/Grading 

Project SEA No. 6 
West Side of 
Kanan Rd. 

Between Kanan 
and Cornell 

Roads 
Total 

Alternative 4 
Area of Landform 
Alternation 

11.65 acres 14.39 acres 3.9 acres 29.93 acres

Cubic Yardage of 
Earthwork 

172,900 cubic 
yards of cut

143,300 cubic 
yards of cut

68,700 cubic yards 
of cut 

384,900 cubic 
yards of cut

Proposed Project 
Area of Landform 
Alternation 

22.88 acres 21.54 acres 4.18 acres 48.6 acres

Cubic Yardage of 
Earthwork 

243,943 cubic 
yards of cut

187,041 cubic 
yards of cut

67,437 cubic yards 
of cut 

498,421 cubic 
yards of cut

Revised Project  
Area of Landform 
Alternation 

5.45 acres 19.65 acres 2.29 acres 27.39 acres

Cubic Yardage of 
Earthwork 

65,060 cubic yards 
of cut

173,240 cubic 
yards of cut

70,200 cubic yards 
of cut 

308,500 cubic 
yards of cut

 

Access under Alternative 4 would be somewhat different than the site access provided by the Proposed 
Project and Revised Project.  Alternative 4 would include a three-way intersection on the north side of 
Fire Station No. 64 as access to the residential enclave within the SEA.  Under the Proposed Project, 
access to this enclave would be a three-way intersection located on the south side of the fire station. The 
previously proposed project and Alternative 4 would include a four-way intersection on Kanan Road in 
the northern portion of the project site; the revised project would not. 

Geotechnical Hazards - Grading 

Residences developed under Alternative 4 would be exposed to the same general geotechnical conditions 
as identified for the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised 
Project, it is anticipated that this alternative could result in significant impacts due to the potential for 
boulder roll and debris flow.  However, implementation of the recommended mitigation measures (see 
Section III.A, Geotechnical Hazards – Grading) would reduce the Proposed Project and Revised Project’s 
potentially significant impacts from geotechnical hazards to a less-than-significant level.  Geotechnical 
hazard impacts to proposed residences under Alternative 4 would also be mitigated to a less-than 
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significant level.   

With respect to the entire project site, Alternative 4 would involve 18.67 acres less onsite landform 
alteration than the Proposed Project and 2.54 acres more onsite landform alteration than the Revised 
Project (see Table V-I). Approximately 11.23 acres of this reduction based on the Proposed Project would 
occur within SEA No. 6.  Notwithstanding the reduction in total area of disturbance within the SEA, 
Alternative 4 results in a series of tall, west facing, cut and fill slopes that would not occur under the 
Proposed Project because the access road enters the SEA from the north side of the fire station.  
Moreover, the earthwork required under Alternative 4 would result in the need to export approximately 
229,240 cubic yards from the project site via haul trucks.  The amount of grading and export of materials 
results in greater impacts than the Revised Project 

With respect to the area on the west side of Cornell Road, in the northern portion of the project site, 
Alternative 4 would impact slightly less area than the Proposed Project and slightly more than the 
Revised Project.  Also, under Alternative 4 there would be 14.39 acres less landform alteration on the 
west side of Kanan Road, compared to the Proposed Project and 5.26 acres less landform alteration 
compared to the Revised Project (see Table V-1).   

Seismicity   

Residences developed under Alternative 4 would be subject to the same strong ground shaking during an 
earthquake as the Proposed Project and the Revised Project.  Seismic hazards for the Proposed Project, 
Revised Project and Alternative 4 would be comparable and less than significant.  However, under Alternative 
4 fewer residences would be subject to seismic effects.  

Air Quality  

In order to prevent significant dust impacts during grading, only up to 4 acres of the project site can be 
graded on any given day. This is the case for the Proposed Project, the Revised Project and any alternative 
on the project site.  For this reason, on a daily basis, approximately the same amount of land surface would 
be graded under Alternative 4, the Proposed Project and the Revised Project. Therefore, on a daily basis, 
short-term construction vehicle emission impacts would be approximately the same for all projects.  PM-10 
emissions for the Proposed Project, the Revised Project and Alternative 4 would be less than significant, due 
to restrictions on the area of daily grading. Potentially significant ROG emissions for the Proposed Project, 
revised project design and Alternative 4 could be mitigated to less than significant levels.  NOx emissions 
under Alternative 4 and the Proposed Project and the Revised Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s 
threshold criteria.  However, under Alternative 4, approximately 229,240 cubic yards of excess cut material 
would be exported from the site, which would result in additional NOx emissions.   
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On the other hand, over all Alternative 4 would require 18.67 acres less grading and would involve 113,521 
cubic yards of earth movement less than the Proposed Project. Consequently, the length of the grading 
phase under Alternative 4 would be less (approximately 38 percent) than under the Proposed Project.  
Therefore, while daily construction emissions under Alternative 4 would be either equal to or more (in the 
case of NOx) than under the Proposed Project, Alternative 4 would actually reduce total emissions produced 
during a shortened construction phase compared to the Proposed Project.  However, as Alternative 4 requires 
2.54 acres more of landform alteration and 76,400 cubic yards more earthwork than the Revised Project, the 
construction phase would be slightly longer (approximately 8 percent) compared to the Revised Project      

Because operational air quality impacts derive almost entirely from vehicle emissions and, because 
Alternative 4 would generate fewer vehicle trips (i.e., 464) than the Proposed Project (i.e., 854) and Revised 
Project (584) Alternative 4 would be expected to generate approximately 46 percent and 20.5 percent less 
residential vehicle emissions than the Proposed Project and Revised Project, respectively.  While the long-
term vehicle emissions from the Proposed Project and the Revised Project would be less-than-significant, 
Alternative 4 further reduces that less-than-significant impact.   

Lastly, because Alternative 4 would involve less grading on the east side of Cornell Road, Alternative 4 
would generate less dust within SEA No. 6 than the Proposed Project but slightly more than the Revised 
Project.  Nevertheless, based on the SCAQMD thresholds, dust impacts for Alternative 4, the Proposed 
Project, and the Revised Project would be less than significant.   

Hydrology/Flood Hazard 

Alternative 4 would employ a comparable stormwater drainage concept as the Proposed Project and Revised 
Project.  Storm drainage improvements would include on-site storm drains increased in size to convey 
“bulked” storm runoff flows through the development area for discharge into Medea Creek.  Also, the 
Proposed Project, the Revised Project and Alternative 4 would provide a comparably sized debris basin in 
the northwestern portion of the project site.  Post-development runoff from Alternative 4 would not be 
substantially different from the Proposed Project and Revised Project since practically all rainfall runs off 
the site and there is very little onsite percolation.  Therefore, peak runoff during a 50-year storm from the 
Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 4 would be comparable.  Grading would remove the 
debris production potential from a smaller area (approximately 18.67 acres less) under Alternative 4; 
therefore, Alternative 4 would pass approximately 38 percent more debris into Medea Creek than the 
Proposed Project but less than at present.  The Proposed Project and Revised Project design in 
combination with the mitigation measures is sufficient to reduce runoff-related impacts from the Proposed 
Project and Revised Project to a less than significant level.  Following implementation of the same level 
of mitigation, the impacts from Alternative 4 would similarly be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Alternative 4 would decrease impacts to natural hydrological conditions on the east side of Cornell Road; 
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therefore, Alternative 4 would have less impact on the habitat within the SEA than the Proposed Project.  
However, Alternative 4, the Proposed Project and the Revised Project would have comparable and less-
than significant impacts with respect to downstream conditions.  

Water Quality 

Alternative 4 would utilize essentially the same strategies (i.e., BMPs) for preventing short-term 
construction-related water quality impacts as the previously Proposed Project and Revised Project.  These 
strategies would reduce short-term construction-related water quality impacts to less than significant 
levels for the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 4.   

There would be approximately 46 percent fewer cars and other vehicles on the project site under Alternative 4 
compared to the Proposed Project and 20.5 percent fewer cars compared to the Revised Project; consequently, 
Alternative 4 would be expected to contribute approximately 46 percent less vehicle-related hydrocarbon 
pollutants onto paved surfaces than the previously Proposed Project and 20.5 percent less vehicle-related 
hydrocarbon pollutants onto paved surfaces than the Revised Project.  Also, Alternative 4 would be expected 
to use approximately 46 percent less exterior chemical applications such as fertilizers and pesticides than the 
Proposed Project and 20.5 percent less exterior chemical applications than the Revised Project.   Neither 
Alternative 4, the Proposed Project, nor the Revised Project include horse keeping as a major development 
feature.   

Alternative 4 and the previously Proposed Project and Revised Project would use the same mechanical 
clarifier systems to comply with the Los Angeles County Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation Plan, where 
“first flush” cleansing of storm water runoff would be achieved.  As discussed in Section IV.D, compliance 
with local, state and federal water quality control programs would reduce the previously Proposed Project’s 
water quality impacts to a less than significant level.  Similar compliance by Alternative 4 and the revised 
project would further reduce those less-than-significant impacts.    

Because Alternative 4 would involve less development on the east side of Cornell Road, it would decrease the 
potential for water quality impacts to SEA 6, compared to the Proposed Project, but would have a similar 
potential as the Revised Project.  However, as discussed above, the previously Proposed Project, the Revised 
Project and Alternative 4 would reduce overall water quality impacts to less than significant levels. 

Biological Resources 

Alternative 4 would reduce grading impacts within the SEA No. 6 by 11.23 acres, from 22.8 acres of 
disturbance under the Proposed Project to 11.65 acres. The design of Alternative 4 does not conflict with the 
six established SEA compatibility criteria.  As required by SEA compatibility criteria: Alternative 4 increases 
the amount of vegetative buffers used to protect critical resource areas compared to the Proposed Project, and 
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eliminates direct impacts to sensitive species by avoiding landform alteration nearly in all areas where Lyon’s 
pentachaeta populations are found. Alternative 4 lessens fragmentation of habitat and impacts to biotic 
resources by reducing the amount of grading impact in the SEA area and by clustering dwelling units. 
Alternative 4 eliminates the impact to drainage “M”, a tributary to Medea Creek; and, Alternative 4 maintains 
the existing wildlife movement pathways within the project site and reduces impact to wildlife movement 
within SEA No. 6.  Alternative 4 utilizes fences or walls as a supplementary buffer between development and 
natural habitat; and, Alternative 4 reduces the conflict between project infrastructure and critical resources, by 
placing utilities underground and reducing the need for interior streets.  While Alternative 4 decreases impacts 
compared to the previously proposed project, the revised project further reduce such impacts compared to 
Alternative 4.   

Impacts to sensitive species are essentially eliminated by the design of both Alternative 4 and the revised 
project.  Neither Alternative 4 nor the revised project would directly impact federally endangered Lyon's 
pentachaeta through landform alteration, and whereas development of Alternative 4 would avoid nearly 
all areas where Lyon's pentachaeta are found on-site, both within SEA No. 6 and outside of it on the 
western portion of the site; the revised project further reduces such impacts.  Fuel-modification impacts to 
portions of Lyon's pentachaeta populations within 200 ft. of residences may potentially occur; however, 
implementation of Fuel Modification and Management Plans would mitigate indirect impacts  for each of 
these three projects. Both Alternative 4 and the revised project eliminate impacts to the Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya habitat by the avoidance of disturbance to the secondary ridge on the west side of 
Kanan Road.  Neither Alternative 4 nor the revised project would impact Linear-Leaved Golden Bush, 
Cloak Fern, Nevin's Brickellia, Redshank, or Coville's Lip Fern. 

Cultural Resources  

Alternative 4 would impact the same archaeological remains as the Proposed Project and the Revised Project; 
therefore, its impacts to Cultural Resources would be the same as those associated with the Proposed Project 
and Revised Project.  The Phase II test excavations and surface collections have served to completely and 
adequately mitigate all adverse impacts that might accrue to seven of the eight archaeological sites on the 
project site.  The remaining site, CA-LAN-2078 would be preserved in an open space lot.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 4 would have less-than-significant impacts on cultural 
resources.   

Noise  

Construction noise levels under Alternative 4 would be essentially the same as those associated with the 
Proposed Project and Revised Project.  However, because it would require less grading and the construction of 
fewer residences east of Cornell Road, Alternative 4 would reduce the length of the construction period within 
SEA No. 6 than the Proposed Project.  Compared to the Revised Project, two more homes would be 
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developed and, more grading would occur and thus the length of the construction phase would be slightly 
longer.  Nevertheless, short-term construction impacts for the closest existing residences along Cornell Road 
would be significant for the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 4.  Furthermore, Alternative 4 
would include the export of approximately 229,240 cubic yards of excess cut material which would 
contribute further to the significant construction noise impacts. Also, by limiting the southern extension of 
housing on the west side of Kanan Road, Alternative 4 would reduce construction-related noise impacts on 
existing residences south of the project site.      

Lastly, Alternative 4 would generate approximately 46 percent less residential traffic than the Proposed 
Project and 20.5 percent less traffic than the Revised Project.  Consequently, Alternative 4 would be expected 
to reduce even further the less-than-significant operational noise levels associated with the Proposed Project, 
Revised Project and Alternative 4.    

Visual Qualities  

Alternative 4 would decrease the number of residences on the west side of Kanan Road and would restrict the 
remaining development on that side of the highway to the northern portion of the project site.  Thus, 
Alternative 4 would decrease visual impacts in the northwestern portion of the project site.  Between Kanan 
and Cornell Roads in the northern portion of the project site, there would be 3 fewer homes under Alternative 
4, compared to the previously proposed project and 5 fewer homes compared to the Revised Project.  The 
remaining homes would be single-loaded on the west side of the access road which, in turn, would be shifted 
to the east. As a result, these homes would have larger yards and the potential for greater setbacks. The 
combination of fewer homes and larger setbacks would reduce aesthetic impacts from this enclave.  Unlike the 
Proposed Project, Alternative 4 would not grade the secondary ridge on the west side of Kanan Road in the 
central portion of the project site.  The retention of this ridge would preserve a major natural feature of the 
project site and would result in a smaller development area on the west side of Kanan Road.   

On the east side of Cornell Road, Alternative 4 would provide 15 fewer residences than the Proposed Project, 
but 2 more homes than the Revised Project.  Both the Revised Project and Alternative 4 cluster the homes 
closer to Cornell Road than the Proposed Project.  The reduction in the number of homes in the SEA 
compared to the Proposed Project would reduce visual quality impacts. However, the homes under Alternative 
4 would be surrounded by large cut and fill slopes that would not occur under the Proposed Project or the 
Revised Project.   

Light and Glare   

Alternative 4 would create less residential night lighting on the west side of Kanan Road.  Alternative 4 
would also generate less residential night lighting between Kanan and Cornell Roads.  Alternative 4 
would reduce night lighting in the southern portion of the project site.  On the east side of Cornell Road, 
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Alternative 4 would generate less night lighting than the Proposed Project and a comparable amount 
compared to the Revised Project, which would also reduce impacts with respect to sensitive wildlife 
within the SEA.  Lastly, with implementation of comparable mitigation, the Proposed Project, the Revised 
Project and Alternative 4 would mitigate night lighting impacts to less-than-significant levels.  

Land Use Compatibility 

Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, Alternative 4 would be consistent with the land use 
density permitted by the Los Angles County General Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, and 
existing zoning. Neither the Proposed Project, the Revised Project  nor the Alternative 4 would physically 
divide an established community, and the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 4 are compatible 
in land use density with the existing pattern of residential development adjacent to the project site (i.e., along 
Cornell and Silver Creek Roads), and further to the south.  Alternative 4 would be consistent with more of the 
policies of the SMMNAP and with all the SEA compatibility criteria, compared to the Proposed Project and 
the Revised Project; therefore, Alternative 4 would reduce the significant land use impacts under the Proposed 
Project to a less-than-significant level.    The Revised Project is also consistent or compatible with the 
SMMNAP policies and all SEA compatibility criteria, thus Alternative 4 would not reduce impacts to a 
greater extent than the Revised Project. 

Traffic and Access 

Because it would contain 37 and 17 fewer single-family homes (i.e., 44) than the Proposed Project and 
Revised Project, respectively.   Alternative 4 would generate approximately 46 percent fewer daily and peak 
hour vehicle trips than the Proposed Project and 20.5 percent fewer vehicle trips than the Revised Project.  
Also, Alternative 4 would further reduce the Proposed Project and Revised Project’s less-than-significant 
impacts at the study intersections and roadway segments.  Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised 
Project, Alternative 4 would be required to pay a fair share of the necessary roadway improvements.   

Fire Protection Services   

Alternative 4 would be subject to the same fire hazards and would receive the same level of fire protection as 
the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  However, Alternative 4 would have 37 and 17 fewer homes, 
respectively.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would reduce impacts on Fire Protection Services. Alternative 4, the 
Proposed Project, and the Revised Project would contribute to the need for new or physically altered Fire 
Department facilities; therefore, all three would have potentially significant impacts on fire protection 
services, before mitigation.  However, the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 4 would 
mitigate their impacts to less than significant levels through the payment of a Developer Fee on 
construction.   
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Sheriff’s Services 

With 37 and 17 fewer homes, Alternative 4 would generate less demand for Sheriff’s protective services than 
the Proposed Project and Revised Project, respectively.  However, neither Alternative 4, the Proposed Project 
nor the Revised Project would result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered Sheriff’s station or other facilities; therefore, the impact on 
Sheriff’s protective services under Alternative 4, the Proposed Project and the Revised Project would be 
less than significant.  

Education 

With 37 and 17 fewer homes, Alternative 4 would generate approximately 46 and 28 percent fewer 
students compared to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, respectively.  The Proposed Project 
would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of or need for new 
or physically altered schools in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance 
objectives.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would further reduce the less-than-significant impacts compared to 
the Proposed Project and Revised Project. Furthermore, the Proposed Project, Revised Project and 
Alternative 4 would each mitigate school impacts by paying the maximum development fees permitted to 
be exacted under State law.   

Libraries   

With 37 and 17 fewer homes, Alternative 4 would generate approximately 46 and 28 percent less demand 
for library services and facilities compared to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, respectively.  
The Proposed Project would mitigate its impact by payment of the Library Facilities Mitigation Fee; 
Alternative 4 would also be required to pay the Fee. Therefore, Library impacts from the Proposed 
Project, Revised Project and Alternative 4 would be less than significant.   

Parks and Recreation   

With 37 and 17 fewer homes, Alternative 4 would generate approximately 46 and 28 percent less demand for 
parks and recreation facilities compared to the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  The Proposed Project 
and Revised Project would mitigate its impact to County facilities by payment of the Quimby Fees; 
Alternative 4 would also be required to pay the Fees.   Therefore, impacts to County parks and recreation 
facilities from the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 4 would be less than significant.   

Utilities – Water 

Alternative 4 would provide 37 fewer homes than the Proposed Project and 17 fewer homes than the Revised 
Project; therefore, its demand for water would be approximately 46 percent less than that associated with the 
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Proposed Project and 28 percent less than the Revised Project.  The Proposed Project would not require or 
result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects; consequently, project impact’s would be less than significant.  
Furthermore, the Proposed Project would not result in insufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources; consequently, project impacts to water supplies would be less than 
significant.  Impacts associated with Alternative 4 would also be less than significant, but less than those of 
the Proposed Project and Revised Project. 

Utilities – Sewage  

Alternative 4 would generate approximately 46 percent less sewage than the Proposed Project and 28 precent 
less than the Revised Project   The Proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, nor result in a determination that there is not 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments.  
Therefore, both the Proposed Project’s and the Revised Project’s impacts to the sewerage system would be 
less than significant. Impacts associated with Alternative 4 would further reduce those less-than-significant 
impacts.    

Utilities – Solid Waste   

Alternative 4 would generate approximately 46 percent less household solid waste than the Proposed Project 
and 28 percent less than the Revised Project.  Solid waste generated by the Proposed Project would not 
exceed daily capacity of the Calabasas Landfill, and its impacts would be less than significant.  Therefore, 
solid waste impacts under Alternative 4 would further reduce the less-than-significant impacts of the 
Proposed Project and Revised Project.    

Electricity 

Alternative 4 would consume approximately 46 percent less electricity than the Proposed Project and 28 
percent less than the Revised Project.  The Proposed Project can be served by Southern California Edison and, 
with the use of modern energy efficient construction materials and compliance with Title 24 standards, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with the County’s energy conservation standards and therefore would 
not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.  Therefore, Proposed Project and Revised Project’s 
impacts to the electrical system would be less than significant.  Impacts under Alternative 4 would further 
reduce those less-than-significant impacts.   

Natural Gas 

Alternative 4 would consume approximately 46 percent less natural gas than the Proposed Project and 28 
percent less than the Revised Project.  SCG has stated that it can accommodate the natural gas needs of 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch  II.  Revised Project Description 
Final Environmental Impact Report  II-84 

the Proposed Project.  Furthermore, the Proposed Project and Revised Project would comply with the 
standards in Title 24 as they relate to the conservation of natural gas.  Also, the Proposed Project and 
Revised Project would use modern energy-efficient construction materials and otherwise comply with the 
State’s energy conservation standards.  Therefore, the Proposed Project and Revised Project would not 
conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.  Alternative 4 would be subject to the same requirements 
as the Proposed Project and would further reduce the Proposed Project and Revised Project’s less-than-
significant impacts.   

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Alternative 4 would not satisfy all of the project objectives because it would not achieve the project 
applicant’s basic goal of developing 81 homes under the Proposed Project or 61 homes under the Revised 
Project.     

With respect to the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan objectives, Alternative 4 would:  

• Maintain the continuation of existing settlement patterns, especially the more remote rural 
enclaves, embracing the area’s rural and semi-rural character.   

• Protect natural environments especially sensitive flora and fauna biological habitats.    

However, with respect to the North Area Plan objectives, Alternative 4, like the Proposed Project, would 
not: 

• Protect areas of scenic beauty and natural open space.   

• Preserve undisturbed terrain in its natural state, not only to preserve natural environmental 
features, but also to protect resident’s health and safety within developed lands.  This is to be 
achieved through consciously choosing to protect the natural terrain in its natural state over 
allowing development projects to proceed simply because impacts can be mitigated.   

With respect to the “design concepts” recommended by Los Angeles County, Alternative 4 would: 

• Create a semi-rural residential community by minimizing or avoiding street lighting and 
construction of sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. 

• Concentrate development along the existing Kanan and Cornell Roads and to be in proximity to 
existing infrastructure and services. 

• Design lots and roadways to avoid ridgelines. 
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• Locate the majority of the development on the gentler slopes. 

With respect to the project applicant’s objectives, Alternative 4 would: 

• Minimize grading disturbance and human and domestic animal intrusions into the majority of the 
project site; 

• Preserve to the greatest extent possible the natural character of the site and the surrounding 
environment.   

• Preserve more than 280 acres of permanent open space.  

• Concentrate development on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the property, while 
preserving in perpetuity the more sensitive resources.  

• Concentrate development on the gentler slopes. 

• Provide high-quality housing for local and area residents to meet existing and future needs of 
those desiring to live in the Santa Monica Mountains and to help alleviate the severe housing 
shortage in the greater Los Angeles region.   

• Develop the site in conformance with the goals and policies of the Los Angeles County General 
Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, and to the extent possible, the General Plan 
of the City of Agoura Hills. 

• Locate the residential development in proximity to existing infrastructure and services. 

Reduction of Significant Project Impacts 

The Proposed Project would result in significant environmental impacts following implementation of 
mitigation measures relative to short-term, construction-related air quality (NOx vehicle emissions) and 
noise impacts; impacts to biological resources (Lyons’ pentachaeta, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, 
loss of habitat, encroachment into SEA); and visual qualities impacts (i.e., scenic vistas; scenic resources; 
and visual character).  Neither the Revised Project nor Alternative 4 would reduce short-term construction 
air quality and noise impacts to less-than-significant levels; however, both the Revised Project and 
Alternative 4 would reduce significant impacts to biological resources and use impacts compatibility to 
less-than-significant levels, with the exception of impacts related to the loss of open space. Impacts to 
visual qualities would not be reduced to less than significant levels.  The impacts reduced by Alternative 
4 would be similar to the impacts reduced by the Revised Project. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch  II.  Revised Project Description 
Final Environmental Impact Report  II-86 

Alternative 5 – Sensitive Plant Species Avoidance  

Alternative 5 has been designed to avoid all of the onsite populations of sensitive plant species, to the 
extent possible.  Thus Alternative 5 is distinguished from Alternative 4, which is designed to reduce 
Proposed Project impacts to SEA No. 6.   Figure V-4 indicates the proposed site plan for Alternative 5 
juxtaposed against the locations of the sensitive plant populations.  For the most part, the avoidance of 
sensitive plant species populations is achieved by retaining those populations within proposed open space 
lots.   

Under Alternative 5, 76 residences would be developed on the project site, 6 less than the 81 residences 
provided by the Proposed Project and 15 more than proposed under the Revised Project.  A total of 38 
residences would be located in the northern portion of the project site: 28 would be on the west side of 
Kanan Road and 10 would be on the east side.  A total of 19 residences would be located in the southern 
portion of the project site: 13 would be on the west side of Kanan Road and six (6) would be on the east 
side.  In the eastern portion of the project site, a total of 19 residences would be located on the east side of 
Cornell Road, 

Each of the five residential enclave proposed by Alternative 5 would be served by a single means of 
access.  Under Alternative 5, no offsite grading (comparable to that required for Alternatives 3 and 4) 
would be required.   

The total amount of landform alteration under Alternative 5 would be slightly more (i.e., 1.31 acres) more 
than required for the Proposed Project: Alternative 5 would require approximately 49.91 acres of 
landform alternation on the project site; the Proposed Project would require 48.6 acres of landform 
alteration.  This represents an increase of 22.52 acres of grading compared to the Revised Project.  Table 
FEIR-12 provides a comparative summary of the landform alteration requirements of Alternative 5, the 
Proposed Project and the Revised Project   
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Table  FEIR-12 
Alternative 5 – Comparative Landform/Grading 

Project 
East Side of 

Cornell Road 
West Side of 
Kanan Rd. 

Between Kanan 
and Cornell 

Roads 
Total 

Alternative 5 
Area of Landform 
Alternation 

20.92 acres 21.25 acres 7.74 acres 49.91 acres

Cubic Yardage of 
Earthwork 

218,230 cubic 
yards of cut

162,294 cubic 
yards of cut

117,919 cubic 
yards of cut 

498,443 cubic 
yards of cut

Proposed Project 
Area of Landform 
Alternation 

22.88 acres 21.54 4.18 48.6

Cubic Yardage of 
Earthwork 

243,943 cubic 
yards of cut

187,041 cubic 
yards of cut

67,437 cubic yards 
of cut 

498,421 cubic 
yards of cut

Revised Project 
Area of Landform 
Alternation 

5.45 acres 19.65 acres 2.29 acres 27.39 acres

Cubic Yardage of 
Earthwork 

65,060 cubic yards 
of cut

173,240 cubic 
yards of cut

70,200 cubic yards 
of cut 

308,500 cubic 
yards of cut

 

Geotechnical Hazards - Grading 

Residences developed under Alternative 5 would be exposed to the same general geotechnical conditions 
as identified for the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised 
Project, it is anticipated that this alternative could result in significant impacts due to the potential for 
boulder roll and debris flow.  However, implementation of the recommended mitigation measures (see 
Section III.A, Geotechnical Hazards – Grading) would reduce the Proposed Project and Revised Project’s 
potentially significant impacts from geotechnical hazards to less-than-significant levels.  Geotechnical 
hazard impacts under Alternative 5 would be comparable to those associated with the Proposed Project 
and Revised Project and would also be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.   

Alternative 5 would require 1.31 acres more onsite landform alteration than the Proposed Project (see 
Table V-2).  Also, similar to the propose project, Alternative 5 would not require any offsite grading. 
With respect to earthwork quantities, Alternative 5 would require essentially the same volume of 
excavation as the Proposed Project and approximately 189,443 more cubic yards than the Revised Project 
(see Table V-2).  Since Alternative 5 would involve slightly more landform alteration, but the same 
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volume of excavation, this alternative would have comparable geotechnical hazards/grading impacts as 
the Proposed Project.  Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would reduce impacts 
for the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 5 to less than significant levels.   

Seismicity   

Residences developed under Alternative 5 would be subject to the same strong ground shaking during an 
earthquake as the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  However, as Alternative 5 would construct 5 fewer 
residences on the project site than the Proposed Project, fewer people would be exposed to seismic hazards.  
Conversely, there would be more people exposed to seismic hazards than under the Revised Project.  Seismic 
hazards for the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 5 would be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level. Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, Alternative 5 would have no seismic 
affect on sensitive plant species.  

Air Quality  

On a daily basis, approximately the same amount of land surface would be graded under Alternative 5, the 
Proposed Project and the Revised Project.  Therefore, on a daily basis, short-term construction vehicle 
emission impacts would be approximately the same for all projects.  PM-10 emissions for the Proposed 
Project, the Revised Project and Alternative 5 would be less than significant.  Potentially significant ROG 
emissions for the Revised Project, Proposed Project and Alternative 5 could be mitigated to less than 
significant levels.  Under Alternative 5 the Proposed Project and the Revised Project, NOx emissions from 
construction equipment would exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold criteria.  Therefore, Alternative 5, the 
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would create significant short-term air quality impacts.  However, 
due to the larger area of landform disturbance (approximately 1.31 acres of disturbance more than the 
Proposed Project and 22.54 acres more than the Revised Project), Alternative 5 would slightly increase the 
length of the grading phase compared to the Proposed Project, and increase the length of the grading phase 
up to 46 percent longer compared to the Revised Project, resulting in more total construction vehicle 
emissions.   

Because operational air quality impacts derive almost entirely from vehicle emissions and, because 
Alternative 5 would generate approximately 53 daily vehicle trips less than the Proposed Project, Alternative 
5 would be expected to generate approximately six (6) percent less vehicle emissions than the Proposed 
Project. Thus, Alternative 5 would further reduce the less-than-significant air quality impacts from 
operational vehicle emissions associated with the Proposed Project. Alternative 5 would generate 217 more 
vehicle trips and approximately 27 percent more vehicle emissions than the Revised Project.  Although the 
impact is greater than that of the Revised Project, impacts remains less-than significant. 
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Hydrology/Flood Hazard 

Alternative 5 would employ a comparable storm water drainage concept as the Proposed Project and Revised 
Project.  Storm drainage improvements would include on-site storm drains increased in size to convey 
“bulked” storm runoff flows through the development area for discharge into Medea Creek.  Also, the 
Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 5 provide a comparably sized debris basin in the 
northwestern portion of the project site.  Because there is very little storm water infiltration that occurs on 
the undeveloped site, the developed conditions for the Proposed Project and Revised Project  do not result 
in a material increase in site runoff.  This is also the case with Alternative 5, which would not materially 
increase site runoff rates.  Therefore, peak runoff during a 50-year storm from the Proposed Project, 
Revised Project and Alternative 5 would be essentially the same and would not materially change the 
runoff rate compared to the “undeveloped site conditions. Grading would remove the debris production 
potential from a slightly larger area (approximately 1.31 acres) under Alternative 5; therefore, Alternative 
5 would generate approximately slightly less debris compared to the Proposed Project.  The Proposed 
Project design in combination with the mitigation measures is sufficient to reduce runoff-related Proposed 
Project impacts to a less than significant level.  Following implementation of the same level of mitigation, 
the storm water runoff/hydrology impacts from Alternative 5 would similarly be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

Water Quality 

Alternative 5 would utilize essentially the same strategies for preventing short-term construction-related 
water quality impacts as the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  These strategies would reduce short-
term construction-related water quality impacts to less than significant levels for the Proposed Project, 
Revised Project and Alternative 5.   

With five (5) fewer residences provided on the project site, there would be approximately six percent fewer 
vehicles on the project site under Alternative 5 compared to the Proposed Project, but approximately 20 
percent more vehicles than compared to the Revised Project.  Consequently, Alternative 5 vehicles would 
accidentally release approximately six percent less and 20 percent more hydrocarbon pollutants onto paved 
surfaces within the project site, compared to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, respectively. Also, 
Alternative 5 would use approximately six percent less but 20 percent more exterior chemical applications 
such as fertilizers and pesticides as the Proposed Project and Revised Project, respectively.  Neither 
Alternative 5, the Proposed Project nor the Revised Project include horse keeping as a major development 
feature.  Therefore, Alternative 5 would reduce water quality impacts by approximately six percent, compared 
to the Proposed Project, but increase them by 20 percent compared to the Revised Project.   

Alternative 5, the Proposed Project and the Revised Project would use the same mechanical clarifier systems 
to comply with the Los Angeles County Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation Plan, where “first flush” 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch  II.  Revised Project Description 
Final Environmental Impact Report  II-90 

cleansing of storm water runoff would be achieved.  As discussed in Section IV.D, compliance with local, 
state and federal water quality control programs would reduce the Proposed Project’s water quality impacts to 
a less than significant level.  Similar compliance by Alternative 5 would result in comparable less-than-
significant impacts.    

Biological Resources 

Alternative 5 would reduce grading impacts within the SEA No. 6 by 1.96 acres, from 22.88 acres of 
disturbance under the Proposed Project to 20.92 acres. However, it would represent an increase of 15.47 acres 
compared to the Revised Project.  The design of the Alternative 5 adequately addresses the six established 
SEA compatibility criteria implemented by the County as does the Revised Project, but not to the same level.  
When comparing the Alternative 5 to the Revised Project and its ability to meet SEA compatibility criteria: 
Alternative 5 provides more fragmentation of habitat and impacts to biotic resources by increasing the amount 
of grading impact in the SEA area, and by spreading dwelling units over a larger area; it slightly more impairs 
the existing movement pathways within the project site, especially within the SEA; and it increases the 
amount of interface between the development and critical resource areas.  Both Alternative 5 and the Revised 
Project have no impacts to watercourses and tributaries within the SEA that supply Medea Creek; avoid all 
directs to the endangered Lyon’s pentachaeta or Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya; utilize fences or walls as a 
supplementary buffer between development and natural habitat; and place utilities underground and reduce the 
need for interior streets.  

Impact to sensitive species or endangered species is eliminated by the design of Alternative 5 and the Revised 
Project. Neither would directly impact the federally endangered Lyon’s pentachaeta or Santa Monica 
Mountains Dudleya, and will not impact any of the sensitive species on the project site.  

There are no direct impacts to Medea Creek associated with proposed site plan or Alternative 5. This 
alternative would reduce impacts to drainages C, C-2, C-3 and M for a total reduction in jurisdictional impact 
of 0.02 acre of Corp jurisdiction and 0.11 acre CDFG jurisdiction. The revised project would have no impacts 
to jurisdictional drainages within the SEA (including Drainage M); although it would have reduced impacts to 
Drainage C compared to the proposed project and comparable to Alternative 5.  All watercourses would 
utilize a culvert in order to allow natural drainage into Medea Creek.   

Cultural Resources  

Alternative 5 would impact the same archaeological remains as the Proposed Project and Revised Project, 
therefore, its impacts to Cultural Resources would be the same as those associated with the Proposed Project 
and Revised Project.  The Phase II test excavations and surface collections have served to completely and 
adequately mitigate all adverse impacts that might accrue to seven of the eight archaeological sites on the 
project site.  The remaining site, CA-LAN-2078 would be preserved in an open space lot.  Therefore, the 
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Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 5 would have less-than-significant impacts on cultural 
resources.   

Noise  

Construction noise levels under Alternative 5 would be essentially the same as those associated with the 
Proposed Project and Revised Project.  However, because it would move construction activities closer to 
existing residences along Cornell Road, Alternative 5 would increase the number of sensitive receptors 
exposed to significant short-term construction noise.  Alternative 5 would also increase grading and 
construction of residences between Cornell and Kanan Roads in the southern portion of the project site.  
Therefore, in the Caleta Road area, the associated construction related noise impacts would be increased, 
compared to the Proposed Project and Revised Project.   Since there are no sensitive receptors in the vicinity 
of the northern portion of the project site, construction noise impacts in that area would be less than 
significant.   

Alternative 5 would generate slightly less (i.e., 53 daily trips) vehicular traffic than the Proposed Project.  
Consequently, Alternative 5 would be expected to reduce further the less-than-significant traffic noise 
produced by the Proposed Project.   Compared to the Revised Project, Alternative 5 generates 46 percent 
more daily vehicular traffic which would result in increased noise levels.  However, as the impacts under the 
Proposed Project are less than significant, the impacts resulting from Alternative 5 would also be less than 
significant.  

Visual Qualities  

Under Alternative 5, the distribution of residences over the project site would be more fragmented and 
interspersed with areas of open space which have been preserved to avoid areas of sensitive plant species.  
Alternative 5 would locate the 76 proposed residences closer to Kanan and Cornell Roads; therefore 
Alternative 5 would tend to heighten visual impacts, compared to the Proposed Project and Revised Project  
Particularly along Cornell Road, Alternative 5 would increase the “immediacy” of development north of Fire 
Station No. 64.  On the other hand, residences under Alternative 5 would not extend as far southeast as they 
would under the Proposed Project.  Therefore, Alternative 5 would exchange visual impacts somewhat 
diffused by distance from Cornell Road (under the Proposed Project) for immediate impacts along Cornell 
Road. However, Cornell Road already has existing residences along the frontage in this area, which will 
attenuate, to some extent, the visual affect of adding more residences.  On the other hand, the foreground 
views from the existing residences on Cornell Road will be more dramatically impacted by Alternative 5, 
compared to the Proposed Project and Revised Project.   

Alternative 5 would also increase the immediacy of visual impacts along Kanan Road, as new homes would 
be provided on both the east and west side of the roadway, in both the northern and southern portions of the 
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project site.  However, the retention of secondary ridgeline in the central portion of the project site, on the 
west side of Kanan Road, would break up the “massing” of homes and would help to create the appearance of 
a smaller project.   

Notwithstanding the above, it is unlikely that Alternative 5 would result in a material change in the view 
impact, which would be significant under the Proposed Project or Revised Project. . Impacts to visual qualities 
would also be significant under Alternative 5.   

Light and Glare   

Alternative 5 would create slightly fewer sources of residential night lighting overall on the project site 
compared to the Proposed Project, since it would provide five fewer residences on the project site than the 
Proposed Project.  However, new sources of lighting would be distributed over a wider area and closer to 
Kanan Road in the southern portion of the project site and closer to Cornell Road from the residential 
enclave on the east side of Cornell Road.  There would be 15 more residences compared to the Revised 
Project and thus more sources of lighting.  The Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 5 
would mitigate night lighting impacts to less-than-significant levels.  However, because residences would 
be closer to Kanan and Cornell Roads under Alternative 5, it would have a greater impact than the 
Proposed Project and Revised Project.   

Land Use Compatibility 

Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, Alternative 5 would be consistent with the land use 
density permitted by the Los Angles County General Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, and 
existing zoning. Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, Alternative 5 would also cluster 
development, into residential enclaves which is encouraged by the SMMNAP.  Furthermore, Alternative 5 
would not increase impacts to SEA No. 6, and Alternative 5 avoids all areas occupied by sensitive plant 
species, similar to the Revised Project.  Neither the Proposed Project, Revised Project nor the Alternative 5 
would physically divide an established community.  Also, Alternative 5 is compatible in land use and density 
with the existing pattern of residential development adjacent to the project site (i.e., along Cornell and Silver 
Creek Roads), and further to the south.  Land use impacts under Alternative 5 would be similar to those 
associated with the Proposed Project, which have been determined to be significant due to its inconsistencies 
with some SMMNAP policies and some SEA compatibility criteria.  Thus, the Revised Project reduces land 
use impacts to a greater degree than Alternative 5. 

Traffic and Access 

Alternative 5 would contain five fewer residences that the Proposed Project but 15 more residences compared 
to the Revised Project.  Therefore, Alternative 5 would reduce project site generated daily and peak hour 
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vehicle trips by approximately 6.2 percent compared to the Proposed Project, but increase daily vehicular trips 
by 27 percent compared to the Revised Project.  Traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project would 
be less than significant.  Alternative 5 would further reduce those less-than-significant impacts by a 6.2 
percent.  Similar to the Proposed Project and Revised Project, Alternative 5 would also be required to pay a 
fair share of the roadway necessary improvements. 

Fire Protection Services   

Alternative 5 would be subject to the same fire hazards and would receive the same level of fire protection as 
the Proposed Project and Revised Project.  Alternative 5 would provide five fewer residences on the project 
site, and therefore would slightly reduce demand for fire protection services compared to the Proposed Project. 
 However, it would represent an increase in demand compared to the Revised Project.  Nevertheless, 
Alternative 5, the Proposed Project and the Revised Project would contribute to the need for new or 
physically altered Fire Department facilities; therefore, both would have potentially significant impacts on 
fire protection services, before mitigation.  However, the Proposed Project, the Revised Project and 
Alternative 5 would mitigate their impacts to less than significant levels through the payment of a 
Developer Fee on construction.   

Sheriff’s Services 

With five fewer residences on the project site, Alternative 5 would slightly reduce the demand for Sheriff’s 
protective services, compared to the Proposed Project.  However, it represents an increase of 15 residences 
compared to the Revised Project.  Neither Alternative 5, the Proposed Project nor the Revised Project would 
result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
Sheriff’s station or other facilities; therefore, the impact on Sheriff’s protective services under Alternative 
5, the Proposed Project and Revised Project would be less than significant.  

Education 

With five fewer residences on the project site, Alternative 5 would generate slightly fewer students, 
compared to the Proposed Project but approximately 20 percent more compared to the Revised Project.  
The Proposed Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the 
provision of or need for new or physically altered schools in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or 
other performance objectives.  Therefore, impacts from Alternative 5 on public schools, which would be 
less than those associated with the Proposed Project, would also be less than significant.  Furthermore, the 
Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 5 would mitigate school impacts by paying the 
maximum development fees permitted to be exacted under State law.   
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Libraries   

With five fewer residences, Alternative 5 would slightly reduce the same demand for library services and 
facilities compared to the Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project would mitigate its impact by payment 
of the Library Facilities Mitigation Fee and Alternative 5 would also be required to pay the Fee.  
Therefore, Library impacts from the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 5 would be less 
than significant.   

Parks and Recreation   

Alternative 5 slightly reduce demand for parks and recreation facilities compared to the Proposed Project. 
 The Proposed Project and the Revised Project would mitigate its impact to County facilities by payment 
of the Quimby Fee; Alternative 5 would also be required to pay the Fee.   Therefore, impacts to County 
parks and recreation facilities from the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 5 would be less 
than significant.  However, for the Proposed Project, Revised Project and Alternative 5, impacts to City of 
Agoura Hills’ parks and recreation facilities would only be mitigated if the County shares the Quimby 
Fee with the City. 

Utilities – Water 

Alternative 5 would provide five fewer residences on the project site compared to the Proposed Project 
but 15 more residences than the Revised Project.  Therefore, its demand for water would be 
proportionately reduced (by approximately 6.2 percent) and increased (by 20 percent), respectively.  The 
Proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; consequently, 
Proposed Project impacts would be less than significant.  Furthermore, the Proposed Project would not 
result in insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources; 
consequently, Proposed Project and Revised Project’s impacts to water supplies would be less than 
significant.  Impacts associated with Alternative 5 would be approximately 6.2 percent less than those 
associated with the Proposed Project and would also be less than significant.   

Utilities – Sewage  

Alternative 5 would generate approximately 6.2 percent less sewage than the Proposed Project but 20 percent 
more than the Revised Project.  The Proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, nor result in a determination that there is not 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s project demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments.  
Therefore, Proposed Project impacts to the sewerage system would be less than significant.  Although it would 
generate more sewage than the Revised Project, Alternative 5 would further reduce the Proposed Project’s 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch  II.  Revised Project Description 
Final Environmental Impact Report  II-95 

less-than-significant sewage impacts.     

Utilities – Solid Waste   

Alternative 5 would generate approximately 6.2 percent less household solid waste than the Proposed 
Project but 20 percent more than the Revised Project.  Solid waste generated by the Proposed Project 
would not exceed daily capacity of the Calabasas Landfill, and its impacts would be less than significant. 
 Therefore, solid waste impacts under Alternative 5 would also be less than significant.  Neither 
Alternative 5, the Proposed Project nor the Revised Project is intended for horse keeping.     

Electricity 

Alternative 5 would consume approximately 6.2 percent less electricity than the Proposed Project but 20 
percent more than the Revised Project.  The Proposed Project and Revised Project can be served by Southern 
California Edison and, with the use of modern energy efficient construction materials and compliance with 
Title 24 standards, the Proposed Project and Revised Project would be consistent with the County’s energy 
conservation standards and therefore would not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.  Therefore, 
Proposed Project impacts to the electrical system would be less than significant.  Impacts under Alternative 5 
would be further reduced by approximately 6.2 percent, and would also be less than significant compared to 
the Proposed Project.   

Natural Gas 

Alternative 5 would consume approximately 6.2 percent less natural gas as the Proposed Project but 20 
percent more compared to the Revised Project.  SCG has stated that it can accommodate the natural gas 
needs of the Proposed Project.  Furthermore, the Proposed Project and Revised Project would comply 
with the standards in Title 24 as they relate to the conservation of natural gas.  Also, the Proposed Project 
and Revised Project would use modern energy-efficient construction materials and otherwise comply with 
the State’s energy conservation standards.  Therefore, the Proposed Project and Revised Project would 
not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.  Impacts associated with Alternative 5 would be 
approximately 6.2 percent less than those associated with the Proposed Project and thus, would also result 
in less-than-significant impacts   

Relationship to Project Objectives 

With respect to the North Area Plan, Alternative 5 would:  

• To maintain the continuation of existing settlement patterns, especially the more remote rural 
enclaves, embracing the area’s rural and semi-rural character.   
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• To protect natural environments especially sensitive flora and fauna biological habitats.  A major 
contributing factor to this is surface and underground water quality which may be affected by 
alterations to watersheds (in particular Malibu Creek and other key watersheds).   

Alternative 5 would not be fully consistent with the following North Area Plan objectives: 

• To protect areas of scenic beauty and natural open space.   

• To preserve undisturbed terrain in its natural state, not only to preserve natural environmental 
features, but also to protect resident’s health and safety within developed lands.  This is to be 
achieved through consciously choosing to protect the natural terrain in its natural state over 
allowing development projects to proceed simply because impacts can be mitigated.   

Alternative 5 would be consistent with the design objectives of Los Angeles County: 

• Create a semi-rural residential community by minimizing or avoiding street lighting and 
construction of sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. 

• Concentrate development along the existing Kanan and Cornell Roads and to be in proximity to 
existing infrastructure and services. 

• Design lots and roadways to avoid ridgelines. 

• Locate the majority of the development on the gentler slopes. 

With respect to the project applicant’s objectives, Alternative 5 would: 

• Preserve to the greatest extent possible the natural character of the site and the surrounding 
environment.   

• Preserve approximately 270 acres of permanent open space.  

• Concentrate development on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the property, while 
preserving in perpetuity the more sensitive resources.  

• Site and design the proposed development to protect significant scenic vistas and features.   

• Provide high-quality housing for local and area residents to meet existing and future needs of 
those desiring to live in the Santa Monica Mountains and to help alleviate the severe housing 
shortage in the greater Los Angeles region.   
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• Develop the site in conformance with the goals and policies of the Los Angeles County General 
Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, and to the extent possible, the General Plan 
of the City of Agoura Hills. 

• Locate the residential development in proximity to existing infrastructure and services. 

Locate the residential development in proximity to existing infrastructure and services. 

Reduction of Significant Project Impacts 

The Proposed Project would result in significant environmental impacts following implementation of 
mitigation measures relative to short-term, construction-related vehicle emissions (NOx); biological 
resources (Lyon’s pentachaeta, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, loss of habitat, encroachment into 
SEA); construction noise; and visual qualities (i.e., scenic vistas; scenic resources; and visual character).  
Alternative 5 would reduce the significant environmental impacts to biological resources (Lyon’s 
pentachaeta, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya and loss of habitat) associated with the Proposed Project to 
a less-than-significant level. Compared to the Revised Project, Alternative 5 does reduce impacts to 
sensitive biological resources, however it requires significantly more grading and does not reduce the 
impacts to visual quality. 
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III. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 

 

SUMMARY 

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT  

Page S-1 

The last sentence of the last paragraph has been revised to read:  

The revised project proposes the permanent retention of approximately 265.87 acres of open 
space (83 percent of the site), to be dedicated in perpetuity (in fee) to a public entity acceptable to 
the County of Los Angeles.  

Page S-2 

The discussion of Areas of Controversy has been revised to add the following text at the end of the 
paragraph: 

During the public review of the Draft EIR, the subjective issue of assessing aesthetic impacts 
arose as an area of controversy.  

Page S-6 

The following mitigation measure is added to read:  
 

A-13 The construction of any proposed mitigation facilities (J-walls, catchment fills, impact walls, etc.) 
shall avoid impacts to sensitive species. 

Page S-8 

Mitigation Measure C-18 is revised to read: 

  Paint application shall be spread out over a longer period of time (1.3 months). 

Page S-12 

Mitigation Measure E-3 (1) has been changed to read:   

Spills that come into contact with permeable surfaces, such as soil or surface water, shall be 
contained onsite to the greatest extent feasible and the affected surfaces shall be removed to prevent 
additional exposure.   
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Page S-14 

Mitigation Measure E-21 has been changed to read:   

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for construction of the proposed project, the project 
applicant shall obtain coverage under the NPDES General Storm Water Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ).  The 
project applicant shall file a Notice of Intent, prepare a SWPPP, and submit the appropriate fees to 
the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality in order to obtain coverage for 
construction activities.  Pursuant to the permit requirements, the project applicant shall minimize 
construction related pollutants in the site runoff through the implementation of Best Management 
Practices.   

Page S-15 

Mitigation Measure E-24 has been changed to read:   

A program of weekly roadway and driveway sweeping shall be implemented by the project 
applicant/developer/builder.  As required by the project’s CC&Rs, this program shall become the 
on-going responsibility of the home owners’ association upon its establishment.   

Page S-17 

Mitigation Measure F-1 has been changed to read: 

F-1   In order to reduce impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, the 
following will be undertaken: 

• The project shall preserve 287.77 acres of habitat as conservation open space.  A 
conservation easement shall be placed over this open space prior to granting of the final 
grading permit; 

• This conservation open space shall be subject to a Habitat Management Plan (Plan) in 
perpetuity (see F-3).  The goal of that Plan shall be to preserve and expand the retained 
onsite populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. This 
Plan may include such measures as planting new areas with these species and using 
manual methods using hand or power tools to prune, thin, and remove vegetation that 
could out-compete these species. The Plan shall provide for annual reporting and shall 
be updated to the extent necessary to the satisfaction of DRP. The Plan shall include the 
fuel modification plan, master landscape plan, and oak tree plan described below (see F-
2, F-3, and F-10). The Plan initially shall include a description of all activities to be 
undertaken, including monitoring and reporting efforts for management of the 
conservation open space in perpetuity.  At the end of the five year period, the Plan shall 
be updated to the extent necessary to the satisfaction of DRP.  The Plan shall be 
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consistent with the USFWS Recovery Plan for the species and Fish and Game Code.  The 
Plan shall be submitted for review to and approval by the County, California Department 
of Fish and Game, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to the issuance of the 
grading permit; 

• Applicant shall provide a non-wasting endowment to fund the management of the 
conservation open space in perpetuity as required by the Management Plan no later than 
90 days from the signing of the agreement to deed the dedicated open space to the 
appropriate public entity. The amount of the financial assurance shall be determined on 
the basis of anticipated minimum operational cost, PARS analysis or other reliable 
estimation method and include costs for inflation, reasonable foreseeable additional 
actions that may be needed and third party oversight.  The amount of the non-wasting 
endowment shall be subject to approval by the DRP and the future owner of the 
dedicated open space.  

• The project applicant shall transfer ownership and/or management responsibilities for 
the conservation open space to a public entity acceptable to DRP.  That entity shall be 
knowledgeable in the management of urban open spaces and sensitive species that are to 
be maintained for conservation purposes. The natural/undisturbed open space of 265.87 
acres shall be dedicated to public agency. 

Page S-19 

Mitigation Measure F-2 has been changed to read: 

F-2 The project applicant shall develop and implement a Fuel Modification Plan approved by 
LACFD that incorporates the following measures: 

• Development of fuel modification zones for all hazard areas; 

• Preservation and avoidance of all Lyon’s pentachaeta populations.  Measures must 
incorporate, at a minimum, both permanent staking of known populations and timing the 
removal of any plant material during the plant dormancy period (i.e., after seed set and 
prior to germination); 

• Preservation and avoidance of all Santa Monica Mountains dudleya plants.  Thinning of 
adjacent associated plants would be allowed.  No mowing in the immediate vicinity of the 
dudleya shall be permitted;  

• Preservation/retention of native plants with low fuel volume or low potential to burn due 
to high moisture content; 

• Selective thinning and organic debris removal within the riparian zone to maintain 
existing habitat values; 
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• If any plantings are necessary within the fuel modification zone, plants selected must be 
on the SEATAC and Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD)-approved non-
invasive native plants.  No exotic or non-native plants shall be used.  Cal-IPC-listed 
invasive plants shall not be planted within the fuel modification zone and if present, shall 
be removed using methods described in the Habitat Management Plan (F-1) 

• All fuel modification activities shall be conducted by specially trained crews supervised 
by a qualified project biologist; 

• The Fuel Modification Plan shall be included in the Habitat Management Plan which 
includes measures to manage invasion of non-native plant species. The Fuel Modification 
Zones shall be surveyed and treated to prevent reproduction of Cal-IPC listed species or 
other non-native invasive species. 

• Any removal of or impact to individual Lyon’s pentachaeta or Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya plants shall require replacement plantings to the satisfaction of the County 
Biologist.  Mitigation for Santa Monica Mountains dudleya shall be at a 50:1 
replacement ratio.  A minimum of 50 seeds will be collected, germinated and replanted 
from each of the impacted individuals. 

• Listing of fire abatement measures, including removal of deadwood, irrigation, and/or 
mowing and maintenance of oak trees shall be identified for each hazard area.  Any area 
in which oak understories or deadwood removal take place shall be mitigated for as part 
of the oak woodland revegetation plan.  

• The final Fuel Modification Plan shall be submitted to LACFD, SEATAC, the DRP 
Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
for their review and approval prior to issuance of the grading permit.   

• The Fuel Modification Plan shall also be consistent with the Management Plan 
described in F-1, above; the Master Landscape Plan described in F-3, below and the 
Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan, described in F-10, below.  

Mitigation Measure F-3 has been changed to read: 

F-3  The project applicant shall develop, implement, and maintain a Master Landscape Plan.  The 
Master Landscape Plan shall prevent the introduction of exotic plants and irrigation flows 
into undeveloped open space areas. The Master Landscape Plan shall be compatible with 
the Fuel Modification Plan (F-2) and shall address the design, implementation, and 
maintenance of all landscaping, common areas, undeveloped building pads pending sale, 
and private grounds subsequent to sale. The Master Landscape Plan shall include a plant 
palette of acceptable ornamental and native species to be used.  The Master Landscape Plan 
shall become part of the Management Plan (F-1).   In addition, the Master Landscape Plan 
shall provide the following:   
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• Planting requirements on privately held parcels and common areas also shall be 
recorded within the CC&Rs of the homeowners’ association and each homeowner. A 
qualified biologist shall examine the dedicated open space and common areas on an 
annual basis, starting with the installation of the first landscaping and lasting five 
years after complete build out, to determine if invasive ornamentals have been planted 
and/or escaped to adjacent natural areas.  If so, the CC&Rs shall provide that the 
biologist can have those plants removed from such dedicated open space and common 
areas and recommend alternative plants and methods of control.  

• Cal-IPC-listed invasive plants shall not be planted within the project boundaries or the 
fuel modification zones. 

• The Master Landscape Plan and CC&Rs shall be submitted to SEATAC, the DRP 
Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
for review and approval prior to issuance of the grading permit.   

Mitigation Measure F-4 has been changed to read: 

F-4 The project applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 287.77 acres of conservation open space fo  
management in perpetuity. Of this total, at least 265.87 acres will remain natural and 
undisturbed by fuel modification activities. This conservation open space area shall be subject 
to the following restrictions: 

• No off-road vehicle (ORV) use, including ATVs, SUVs or bicycles; 

• No hunting; 

• No weapons, including firearms, air guns, BB guns, slingshots, paintball guns, 
crossbows, bows, or any other device that shoots a projectile used to hunt or maim 
animals or people; 

• No camping, fires, or trailer parking; and  

• No ancillary structures such as corrals, sheds, gazebos, decks, pools, or tree houses. 

• No roads, grading, mineral extraction, grazing, vineyards, agricultural operations, 
planting of non-native vegetation (other than that permitted by the master landscape 
plan), fencing (other than used for habitat restoration) and lighting. 

• All open space lands shall be managed to be compatible with the conservation open 
space.  
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Page S-20 

Mitigation Measure F-5 has been changed to read:  

F-5 The project applicant may employ chain link fencing or other wildlife-excluding fencing only 
around the immediate vicinity of residences and associated yards. Fencing passable by 
wildlife may be employed in common areas and no fencing may be allowed outside designated 
lots. 

Page S-21 

Mitigation Measure F-6 has been changed to read:  

F-6 In order to minimize impacts on sensitive plant and wildlife species, the project applicant and 
future homeowners (as provided in the CC&Rs) shall: 

• Prohibit introduction of chemical herbicides, pesticides, rodenticides and fertilizers into 
natural areas (i.e., conservation open space) during project construction or operations; 

• Restrict chemical herbicide, pesticide, rodenticides and fertilizer use to developed lots 
and avoid use within 200 feet of stream courses or drainages; 

• Restrict chemical herbicide, fertilizer, rodenticide and pesticide use within 50 feet of the 
property boundary;  

• Prohibit use of poison to control rodents in common areas and open space; and 

• Inform homeowners of their responsibilities with regard to proper herbicide, pesticide, 
rodenticide and fertilizer use prior to purchase of property. 

Mitigation Measure F-7 has been changed to read:   

F-7 In order to reduce impacts on sensitive and other wildlife species, the project applicant shall 
develop a lighting program that addresses the following: 

• All outdoor lighting shall be shielded and directed away from adjacent open space areas; 

• Any street lighting shall be low-intrusion or have no impact on wildlife, such as sodium-type 
fixtures; 

• Excessive outdoor lighting shall be avoided; outdoor lighting shall represent the minimum 
required to conform to applicable ordinances; and 
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• The CC&Rs shall prevent the installation of any outdoor lighting that extends light or glare 
outside of the property boundaries.  All installation of outdoor light shall be subject to 
review and approval of the HOA. 

Mitigation Measure F-8 has been changed to read:  

F-8 The project applicant shall comply with all state and federal agency laws and regulations.  This 
shall include, but not be limited to, securing a Streambed Alteration Agreement, Section 404 
Permit, and Section 401 Certification.  The permit processes for these approvals shall include 
the preparation of a conceptual mitigation plan and analysis of alternatives. Opportunities for 
onsite habitat restoration and enhancement shall be evaluated prior to the investigation of off-
site opportunities. Mitigation ratios for impacted riparian habitat areas shall be no less than 
1:1 for onsite mitigation and no less than 2:1 for offsite mitigation.  The project applicant shall 
provide the County of copies of all required state and federal permits prior to grubbing and 
issuance of a grading permit.  The project applicant shall comply with all conditions of the 
issued approvals. 

Page S-22 

Mitigation Measure F-9 has been changed to read: 

F-9 The biological monitor shall be on site during all grubbing and grading activities and shall be 
particularly sensitive to potential impacts to San Diego dusky footed woodrat (DFW), 
southwestern pond turtle (SPT), San Diego horned lizard, and the coastal western whiptail. A 
salvage plan shall be prepared for the above listed species.  The methods chosen for capturing 
animals shall be based on an evaluation of those most protective of the animal and trapping 
efficiencies as determined by the County Biologist.  The salvage plan shall be reviewed and 
approved by the County Biologist prior to the issuance of a final grading permit.  The salvage 
plan shall include the following measures: 

1) The project applicant shall translocate impacted individuals of these species to new 
locations with suitable habitat onsite within the conservation open space or other 
appropriate areas. The translocation program shall be reviewed and approved by the 
County Biologist. 

2) For DFW, areas to be disturbed that provide suitable potential habitat for this species 
shall be inspected for nests of DFW one week prior to disturbance.  No more than two 
days prior to site disturbances, potential suitable habitat areas shall be live-trapped.  The 
relocation of trapped individuals shall include the relocation of nesting materials. 

3) The salvage plan shall include methods to ensure mobile species can escape and safely 
reach the habitat conservation open space areas and other limited mobile species are 
removed, as required.   
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4) Meaningful salvage of wildlife species of low mobility including San Diego coast horned 
lizard and western whiptail shall be achieved by the use of drift fencing and pit-fall traps 
employed at the appropriate time of the year/day when surface temperatures are 
conducive to reptile activity/ movement.   

Mitigation Measure F-10 has been changed to read: 

F-10  In addition to complying with the Oak Tree Ordinance, the project applicant/builder shall 
develop, implement and maintain a Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan to 
be reviewed and approved by the DRP Biologist prior to the issuance of grading permits.  All 
tree plantings shall be subject to a five-year monitoring effort by an independent certified 
arborist.  This monitoring effort shall consider growth, health, and condition of the subject trees 
in order to evaluate the project’s success.  This plan shall also be consistent with the 
management plan developed for the conservation open space in F-1.  The project 
builder/homeowners’ association shall implement the recommended remedial actions should any 
of the tree plantings exhibit poor or declining health as determined by the DRP biologist.   

Mitigation Measure F-11 has been changed to read: 

F-11 All sensitive habitats outside the proposed grading limits shall be avoided during and 
following the proposed construction activities.  A biological monitor familiar with the 
location of the sensitive habitat areas and plant and wildlife species shall be part of the 
construction team.  Prior to commencement of any construction-related activity, the 
biological monitor shall flag the sensitive areas and/or the construction limits with bright 
orange plastic fencing, stakes, flags, or other suitable markers that are easily discernible by 
construction equipment operators.  No machinery, equipment, materials, construction debris, 
and such as well as personnel shall enter the protected areas unless specifically authorized 
by the biological monitor. 

The following Mitigation Measures have been added:  

F-12 The biological monitor shall be present at all preconstruction and pregrading meetings.  The 
biological monitor shall present an educational program at these meetings regarding the 
sensitive species and habitats to be protected.  All construction workers shall receive this 
education program. 

F-13 The biological monitor shall be present at the site during clearing of any vegetation and 
during the rough or initial grading of the site.  The biological monitor shall have the 
authority to stop work temporarily in order to protect the flagged sensitive habitats.  Any 
disturbance into sensitive habitat areas shall be reported within 24 hours to appropriate 
authorities.  Following clearing and rough or initial grading activities, the biological 
monitor shall periodically check the site for continued compliance with protection of the 
sensitive species/habitat areas.   
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F-14   The biological monitor shall record notes during the monitoring of vegetation clearing and 
during the rough or initial grading of the site.  These notes shall document the dates of 
clearing and location and limits of clearing/grading activities undertaken.  Monitoring notes 
shall be summarized into a letter report that shall be submitted to the DRP and appropriate 
authorities within 30 days of project completion.   

F-15 A home owners awareness brochure shall be distributed at the time of sales that will provide 
educational information on the presence of sensitive species in the conservation open space 
areas; the benefits of maintaining habitat values of the open space areas; the problems 
associated with invasive plants, improper use of herbicides, pesticides, rodenticides and 
fertilizers and other potential actions that could indirectly impact the conservation open space 
area and the rules associated with management of the conservation open space. This 
information shall also contain information regarding native plants and planting techniques and 
a list of prohibited plant species within the lots.  This brochure shall be provided to each home 
buyer.  

The following mitigation measure has been added: 

F-16   If the required fuel modification zones cross over the northern portion of the site, into the 
jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills, then coordination with the City shall be required.  No 
grading for project construction shall occur on land in the City of Agoura Hills without prior 
approval by the City. 

Page S-23 

Mitigation Measure G-2 has been changed to read:  

In the event that subsurface archaeological remains are uncovered, construction in the area of the 
find shall be temporarily halted until the deposit has been adequately evaluated.  If recognizable 
features are encountered, they shall be subjected to rapid but professional excavation.  
Arrangements shall be made to curate all appropriate artifacts at the National Park Service’s 
curatorial facility in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, or another 
Smithsonian Institution approved curatorial facility. After the find has been evaluated, and 
appropriate mitigation measures implemented to the satisfaction of DRP, construction may resume.    

Page S-26 

Measure I-1-2 has been changed to read:  

2) Requirements that all proposed private residential landscape plans conform to the 
project’s landscape plan requirements for plant material selection, irrigation systems, 
and the use of pesticides, herbicides, rodenticides and fertilizers; 

 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project III. Corrections and Additions 
Final Environmental Impact Report Page III-10 

Page S-29 

Mitigation Measure K-1 has been added to read: 

K-1 In order to ensure that aesthetic impacts from manufactured slopes remain less than significant, all 
manufactured slopes 10 feet tall or greater, shall simulate the appearance of the surrounding 
natural terrain and shall be screened with landscaping. 

Page S-30 

New Mitigation Measure L-3 has been changed to read as follows: 

L-3 The project applicant shall contribute a traffic impact fee at the prevailing rate in effect at the 
time of the issuance of the grading permit, to the City of Agoura Hills for necessary 
improvements to mitigate the revised project’s cumulative impacts at the intersections of Kanan 
Road at Canwood Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Road. 

Mitigation Measure L-4 has been deleted. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

B. Discretionary Actions 

Page I-4 

Item 6) has been revised to read:  

Department of Fish and Game Section 1602 Agreement – to implement streambed alterations; 

Item 8) has been revised to read:  

National Pollutants Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit – to regulate stormwater 
discharges issued by the State Water Resources Control Board;  

Page I-8 

The second sentence of the first paragraph has been revised to read:  

Proposed development would occupy approximately 27.39 acres of the project site; and the 
remaining 287.77 acre portion of the site (or approximately 89.9 percent of the site) would be 
retained as open space, of which 265.87 would be dedicated (in fee) to a public entity acceptable 
to the County of Los Angeles.   
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Page I-14 

The reference to Drainage “B” in the last sentence of the second full paragraph has been changed to 
Drainage “D”.   

III.A. GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS - GRADING 

Page III.A-18 

The cumulative impacts analysis has been changed in the Final EIR to add the following: 

Geotechnical impacts are site specific in nature.  Each development site is subject to, at 
minimum, uniform site development and construction standards relative to soil erosion and loss 
of topsoil conditions that are prevalent within the locality and/or region. Development within the 
project vicinity would have to be consistent with the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works requirements for grading and construction for projects in unincorporated Los Angeles 
County, with the development requirements of the Cities of Agoura Hills and Calabasas for 
projects in those jurisdictions, NPDES requirements (including required Storm Water Pollution 
Mitigation Plans), the Los Angeles County Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan, the 
Uniform Building Code, and the conclusions and recommendations provided in each project’s 
geotechnical site investigation as they pertain to protection against known and unknown geologic 
hazards.  Compliance with the above referenced requirements will ensure that cumulative soil 
erosion and loss of topsoil related impacts are addressed to the extent feasible.  Therefore, soil 
erosion and loss of topsoil impacts of cumulative development would be less than significant. 

The following mitigation measure is added to read as follows:  
 
A-13 The construction of any proposed mitigation facilities (J-walls, catchment fills, impact walls, etc.) 

shall avoid impacts to sensitive species. 

 

III.B. SEISMICITY  

Page III.B-5 

The last paragraph has been changed in the Final EIR to read:  

The project site is not in an Alquist Priolo Special Studies Zone, as designated by the State of 
California; and active faults have not been mapped on-site.  The potential for tectonic ground 
rupture during the life of the proposed development is therefore considered low.  Therefore, 
impacts from ground rupture are expected to be less than significant.  No further mitigation is 
required. 
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Page III.B-6 

The last paragraph has been changed in the Final EIR to read:  

No significant impacts with respect to strong ground shaking, ground rupture, slope stability and 
liquefaction have been identified. 

III. AIR QUALITY 

Page III.C-5  

The first complete paragraph under “Criteria Air Pollutants” has been changed in the Final EIR to read: 

Ozone.  Ozone (O3) is not emitted directly by any major stationary or mobile air pollutant 
sources in SCAB.  It is a derived air pollutant formed in the atmosphere through a complex series 
of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROGs), most of which are 
composed of hydrocarbons, and nitrogen oxides (NOx), primarily nitrogen dioxide.  Substantial 
O3 formation generally requires a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight.  Both ROGs and NOx 
are byproducts of internal combustion engine exhaust.  ROGs generally refer to organic chemical 
compounds that have high enough vapour pressures under normal conditions to significantly 
vaporize and enter the atmosphere. By definition, ROGs are taken to be those organic compounds 
that are regulated because they lead to O3 formation.  NOx is the generic term for a group of 
highly reactive gases, all of which contain nitrogen and oxygen in varying amounts.  NOx form 
when fuel is burned at high temperatures, as in a combustion process. The primary manmade 
sources of NOx are motor vehicles, electric utilities, and other industrial, commercial, and 
residential sources that burn fuels.  Both ROGs and NOx are regulated as ozone precursors 
under the CAA and similar State laws. 

Page III.C-6 

The text in the middle of the page, before the discussion of Local Agencies and following the third 
complete paragraph, has been changed in the Final EIR to add: 

Sulfur Dioxide.  Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid. It enters the 
atmosphere as a pollutant mainly as a result of burning high sulfur-content fuel oils and coal and 
from chemical processes occurring at chemical plants and refineries.  When sulfur dioxide 
oxidizes in the atmosphere, it forms sulfates (SO4). Collectively, these pollutants are referred to 
as sulfur oxides (SOx). 

Health Effects of Air Pollutants 

Ozone.  Individuals exercising outdoors, children, and people with preexisting lung disease such 
as asthma and chronic pulmonary lung disease are considered to be the most susceptible sub-
groups for ozone effects.  Short-term exposures (lasting for a few hours) to ozone at levels 
typically observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern changes, reduction of 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project III. Corrections and Additions 
Final Environmental Impact Report Page III-13 

breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the lung tissue, and 
some immunological changes.  Elevated ozone levels are associated with increased school 
absences.  In recent years, a correlation between elevated ambient ozone levels and increases in 
daily hospital admission rates, as well as mortality, has also been reported.  An increased risk for 
asthma has been found in children who participate in multiple sports and live in high ozone 
communities. 

Ozone exposure under exercising conditions is known to increase the severity of the above 
mentioned observed responses.  Animal studies suggest that exposures to a combination of 
pollutants that include ozone may be more toxic than exposure to ozone alone.  Although lung 
volume and resistance changes observed after a single exposure diminish with repeated 
exposures, biochemical and cellular changes appear to persist, which can lead to subsequent 
lung structural changes. 

Carbon Monoxide.  Individuals with a deficient blood supply to the heart are the most susceptible 
to the adverse effects of CO exposure.  The effects observed include earlier onset of chest pain 
with exercise, and electrocardiograph changes indicative of worsening oxygen supply to the 
heart. 

Inhaled CO has no direct toxic effect on the lungs, but exerts its effect on tissues by interfering 
with oxygen transport by competing with oxygen to combine with hemoglobin present in the blood 
to form carboxyhemoglobin (COHb).  Hence, conditions with an increased demand for oxygen 
supply can be adversely affected by exposure to CO.  Individuals most at risk include patients 
with diseases involving heart and blood vessels, fetuses, and patients with chronic hypoxemia 
(oxygen deficiency) as seen in high altitudes. 

Reduction in birth weight and impaired neurobehavioral development has been observed in 
animals chronically exposed to CO resulting in COHb levels similar to those observed in 
smokers.  Recent studies have found increased risks for adverse birth outcomes with exposure to 
elevated CO levels.  These include pre-term births and heart abnormalities.  Additional research 
is needed to confirm these results. 

Nitrogen Dioxide.  Population-based studies suggest that an increase in acute respiratory illness, 
including infections and respiratory symptoms in children (not infants), is associated with long-
term exposures to NO2 at levels found in homes with gas stoves, which are higher than ambient 
levels found in Southern California.  Increase in resistance to air flow and airway contraction is 
observed after short-term exposure to NO2 in healthy subjects.  Larger decreases in lung 
functions are observed in individuals with asthma or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (e.g., 
chronic bronchitis, emphysema) than in healthy individuals, indicating a greater susceptibility of 
these sub-groups. 

In animals, exposure to levels of NO2 considerably higher than ambient concentrations results in 
increased susceptibility to infections, possibly due to the observed changes in cells involved in 
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maintaining immune functions.  The severity of lung tissue damage associated with high levels of 
ozone exposure increases when animals are exposed to a combination of O3 and NO2. 

Particulate Matter.  A consistent correlation between elevated ambient fine particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5) levels and an increase in mortality rates, respiratory infections, number and 
severity of asthma attacks and the number of hospital admissions has been observed in different 
parts of the United States and various areas around the world.  In recent years, some studies 
have reported an association between long-term exposure to air pollution dominated by fine 
particles and increased mortality, reduction in life-span, and an increased mortality from lung 
cancer. 

Daily fluctuations in fine particulate matter concentration levels have also been related to 
hospital admissions for acute respiratory conditions in children, to school and kindergarten 
absences, to a decrease in respiratory lung volumes in normal children and to increased 
medication use in children and adults with asthma.  Recent studies show lung function growth in 
children is reduced with long-term exposure to particulate matter. 

The elderly, people with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular disease and children appear 
to be more susceptible to the effects of PM10 and PM2.5. 

Sulfur Dioxide.  A few minutes exposure to low levels of SO2 can result in airway constriction in 
some asthmatics, all of whom are sensitive to its effects.  In asthmatics, increase in resistance to 
air flow, as well as reduction in breathing capacity leading to severe breathing difficulties, are 
observed after acute exposure to SO2.  In contrast, healthy individuals do not exhibit similar 
acute responses even after exposure to higher concentrations of SO2. 

Animal studies suggest that despite SO2 being a respiratory irritant, it does not cause substantial 
lung injury at ambient concentrations.  However, very high levels of exposure can cause lung 
edema (fluid accumulation), lung tissue damage, and sloughing off of cells lining the respiratory 
tract. 

Some population-based studies indicate that the mortality and morbidity effects associated with 
fine particles show a similar association with ambient SO2 levels.  In these studies, efforts to 
separate the effects of SO2 from those of fine particles have not been successful.  It is not clear 
whether the two pollutants act synergistically or one pollutant alone is the predominant factor. 

Sulfates.  Most of the health effects associated with fine particles and SO2 at ambient levels are 
also associated with SO4.  Thus, both mortality and morbidity effects have been observed with an 
increase in ambient SO4 concentrations.  However, efforts to separate the effects of SO4 from the 
effects of other pollutants have generally not been successful. 

Clinical studies of asthmatics exposed to sulfuric acid suggest that adolescent asthmatics are 
possibly a subgroup susceptible to acid aerosol exposure.  Animal studies suggest that acidic 
particles such as sulfuric acid aerosol and ammonium bisulfate are more toxic than non-acidic 
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particles like ammonium sulfate.  Whether the effects are attributable to acidity or to particles 
remains unresolved. 

Page III.C-9 

The first construction emission threshold under Environmental Impact has been changed to read: 

 55 lbs. per day of ROG (75 lbs./day during construction) 

Page III.C-13 

Table III.C-5 
Construction Activity Emissions (pounds/day) 

Emissions (pounds/day) 

 ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 

Grading Equipment 23.6 197.5 166.2 0.0 9.6 

Fugitive Dust -- -- -- -- -- 

TOTAL 23.6 197.5a 166.2 0.0 49.6 

Finish Construction 75.31b 0.3 7.72 0.0 0.1 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 

Table III.C-5 
Construction Activity Emissions (pounds/day) (Cont.) 

a.  Exceeds threshold from diesel exhaust 
b.  Exceeds threshold during application of paint.  Value is obtained from calculations based on information provided in SCAQMD 
Rule 1113—Architectural Coatings, which limits the amount of ROG emission from water-based architectural coatings to 2.08 
pounds per gallon.  A conservative assumption of 1 gallon of paint per 400 square feet is used for this calculation. 

 

Page III.C-18 

Mitigation Measure C-18 has been changed to read: 

 Paint application shall be spread out over a longer period of time (1.3 months). 

Page III.C-18 

Footnote 3 has been added to revised Mitigation Measure C-18 to read as follows: 

 By extending the paint application period from 1 to 1.3 months, a total reduction of 21.47 pounds 
per day of ROG emissions would occur.  As such, approximately 72.37 pounds per day of ROG 
emissions would occur, which is below the SCAQMD’s daily emissions threshold of 75 pounds 
per day for ROG emissions. 
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III.D. SURFACE WATER RUNOFF/HYDROLOGY 

Page III.D-4 

The last sentence of the first partial paragraph has been changed to read: 

The on-site portion of the Medea Creek floodplain (i.e., the area subject to inundation during a 
100-year storm) is demonstrated in Figure III.D-2, Hydrology Map of Existing Conditions.  

Page III.D-8 

The first sentence of the first complete paragraph has been changed to read:  

The onsite 100-year inundation area along Medea Creek has been delineated and a 50-foot flood 
hazard setback area, beyond the inundation area, has been established.   

Page III.D-11 

The third sentence of the fourth complete paragraph has been changed to read:  

However, as previously mentioned, the 100-year floodplain has been delineated for this area and 
the project will establish a 50-foot flood hazard setback area, beyond the inundation area.   

III.E WATER QUALITY 

Page III.E-18: 

 The first sentence of the second paragraph has been changed to read:  

Findings from both of these studies are summarized in Table III.E-4 below, which illustrates the 
median event mean concentrations (EMC) for residential land uses.   

The fourth sentence of the last paragraph has been changed to read:  

However, as illustrated in Table III.E-4, typical pollutant loads and concentrations for TSS are 
available for residential land uses. 

Page III.E-26 

The second sentence of the third paragraph has been changed to read:  

For the reasons discussed above, with the implementation of the approved drainage plans 
(including, but not limited to, the Drainage Concept Plan, the Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan, and the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan), no significant water quality 
impact from storm water runoff would be expected. 
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Page III.E-27 

Mitigation Measure E-3 (1) has been changed to read:   

Spills that come into contact with permeable surfaces, such as soil or surface water, shall be 
contained onsite to the greatest extent feasible and the affected surfaces shall be removed to prevent 
additional exposure.   

Page III.E-28 

Mitigation Measure E-21 has been changed to read: 

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for construction of the proposed project, the project 
applicant shall obtain coverage under the NPDES General Storm Water Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ).  The 
project applicant shall file a Notice of Intent, prepare a SWPPP, and submit the appropriate fees 
to the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality in order to obtain 
coverage for construction activities.  Pursuant to the permit requirements, the project applicant 
shall minimize construction related pollutants in the site runoff through the implementation of 
Best Management Practices.   

Page III-E-29 

Mitigation Measure E-24 has been changed EIR to read:   

A program of weekly roadway and driveway sweeping shall be implemented by the project 
applicant/developer/builder.  As required by the project’s CC&Rs, this program shall become the 
on-going responsibility of the home owners’ association upon its establishment.   

III.F. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Page III-F-3 

The third sentence in the last paragraph has been changed to read: 

 Medea Creek carries the combined flows of the drainages through the project site and converges 
with Triunfo Canyon drainage in the Malibu Lake impoundment to the south. 

Page III.F-19 

The reference to “squatter” in the fourth line of the first full paragraph has been changed to “square”.   

The word “distributes” in the third line of the first paragraph has been changed to “distributed”.   
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Page III.F-44 

Mitigation Measure F-1 has been changed to read: 

F-1   In order to reduce impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, the 
following will be undertaken: 

• The project shall preserve 287.77 acres of habitat as conservation open space.  A 
conservation easement shall be placed over this open space prior to granting of the final 
grading permit; 

• This conservation open space shall be subject to a Habitat Management Plan (Plan) in 
perpetuity (see F-3).  The goal of that Plan shall be to preserve and expand the retained 
onsite populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. This 
Plan may include such measures as planting new areas with these species and using 
manual methods using hand or power tools to prune, thin, and remove vegetation that 
could out-compete these species. The Plan shall provide for annual reporting and shall 
be updated to the extent necessary to the satisfaction of DRP. The Plan shall include the 
fuel modification plan, master landscape plan, and oak tree plan described below (see F-
2, F-3, and F-10). The Plan initially shall include a description of all activities to be 
undertaken, including monitoring and reporting efforts for management of the 
conservation open space in perpetuity.  At the end of the five year period, the Plan shall 
be updated to the extent necessary to the satisfaction of DRP.  The Plan shall be 
consistent with the USFWS Recovery Plan for the species and Fish and Game Code.  The 
Plan shall be submitted for review to and approval by the County, California Department 
of Fish and Game, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to the issuance of the 
grading permit; 

• Applicant shall provide a non-wasting endowment to fund the management of the 
conservation open space in perpetuity as required by the Management Plan no later than 
90 days from the signing of the agreement to deed the dedicated open space to the 
appropriate public entity. The amount of the financial assurance shall be determined on 
the basis of anticipated minimum operational cost, PARS analysis or other reliable 
estimation method and include costs for inflation, reasonable foreseeable additional 
actions that may be needed and third party oversight.  The amount of the non-wasting 
endowment shall be subject to approval by the DRP and the future owner of the 
dedicated open space.  

• The project applicant shall transfer ownership and/or management responsibilities for 
the conservation open space to a public entity acceptable to DRP.  That entity shall be 
knowledgeable in the management of urban open spaces and sensitive species that are to 
be maintained for conservation purposes. The natural/undisturbed open space of 265.87 
acres shall be dedicated to public agency. 
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Page III.F-45 

Mitigation Measure F-2 has been changed to read: 

F-2 The project applicant shall develop and implement a Fuel Modification Plan approved by 
LACFD that incorporates the following measures: 

• Development of fuel modification zones for all hazard areas; 

• Preservation and avoidance of all Lyon’s pentachaeta populations.  Measures must 
incorporate, at a minimum, both permanent staking of known populations and timing the 
removal of any plant material during the plant dormancy period (i.e., after seed set and 
prior to germination); 

• Preservation and avoidance of all Santa Monica Mountains dudleya plants.  Thinning of 
adjacent associated plants would be allowed.  No mowing in the immediate vicinity of the 
dudleya shall be permitted;  

• Preservation/retention of native plants with low fuel volume or low potential to burn due 
to high moisture content; 

• Selective thinning and organic debris removal within the riparian zone to maintain 
existing habitat values; 

• If any plantings are necessary within the fuel modification zone, plants selected must be 
on the SEATAC and Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD)-approved non-
invasive native plants.  No exotic or non-native plants shall be used.  Cal-IPC-listed 
invasive plants shall not be planted within the fuel modification zone and if present, shall 
be removed using methods described in the Habitat Management Plan (F-1); 

• All fuel modification activities shall be conducted by specially trained crews supervised 
by a qualified project biologist; 

• The Fuel Modification Plan shall be included in the Habitat Management Plan which 
includes measures to manage invasion of non-native plant species. The Fuel Modification 
Zones shall be surveyed and treated to prevent reproduction of Cal-IPC listed species or 
other non-native invasive species. 

• Any removal of or impact to individual Lyon’s pentachaeta or Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya plants shall require replacement plantings to the satisfaction of the County 
Biologist.  Mitigation for Santa Monica Mountains dudleya shall be at a 50:1 
replacement ratio.  A minimum of 50 seeds will be collected, germinated and replanted 
from each of the impacted individuals. 
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• Listing of fire abatement measures, including removal of deadwood, irrigation, and/or 
mowing and maintenance of oak trees shall be identified for each hazard area.  Any area 
in which oak understories or deadwood removal take place shall be mitigated for as part 
of the oak woodland revegetation plan.  

• The final Fuel Modification Plan shall be submitted to LACFD, SEATAC, the DRP 
Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
for their review and approval prior to issuance of the grading permit.   

• The Fuel Modification Plan shall also be consistent with the Management Plan described 
in F-1, above; the Master Landscape Plan described in F-3, below and the 
Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan, described in F-10, below. 

Page III.F-46 

Mitigation Measure F-3 has been changed to read: 

F-3  The project applicant shall develop, implement, and maintain a Master Landscape Plan.  The 
Master Landscape Plan shall prevent the introduction of exotic plants and irrigation flows 
into undeveloped open space areas. The Master Landscape Plan shall be compatible with the 
Fuel Modification Plan (F-2) and shall address the design, implementation, and maintenance 
of all landscaping, common areas, undeveloped building pads pending sale, and private 
grounds subsequent to sale. The Master Landscape Plan shall include a plant palette of 
acceptable ornamental and native species to be used.  The Master Landscape Plan shall 
become part of the Habitat Management Plan (F-1).   In addition, the Master Landscape Plan 
shall provide the following:   

1) Planting requirements on privately held parcels and common areas also shall be 
recorded within the CC&Rs of the homeowners’ association and each homeowner.  

2) A qualified biologist shall examine the dedicated open space and common areas on an 
annual basis, starting with the installation of the first landscaping and lasting five years 
after complete build out, to determine if invasive ornamentals have been planted and/or 
escaped to adjacent natural areas.  If so, the CC&Rs shall provide that the biologist can 
have those plants removed from such dedicated open space and common areas and 
recommend alternative plants and methods of control. 

3) Cal-IPC-listed invasive plants shall not be planted within the project boundaries or the 
fuel modification zones. 

The Master Landscape Plan and CC&Rs shall be submitted to SEATAC, the DRP Biologist, 
California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for review and 
approval prior to issuance of the grading permit.   
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Mitigation Measure F-4 has been changed to read: 

F-4 The project applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 287.77 acres of conservation open space 
for management in perpetuity. Of this total, at least 265.87 acres will remain natural and 
undisturbed by fuel modification activities. This conservation open space area shall be subject 
to the following restrictions: 

• No off-road vehicle (ORV) use, including ATVs, SUVs or bicycles; 

• No hunting; 

• No weapons, including firearms, air guns, BB guns, slingshots, paintball guns, 
crossbows, bows, or any other device that shoots a projectile used to hunt or maim 
animals or people; 

• No camping, fires, or trailer parking; and  

• No ancillary structures such as corrals, sheds, gazebos, decks, pools, or tree houses. 

• No roads, grading, mineral extraction, grazing, vineyards, agricultural operations, 
planting of non-native vegetation (other than that permitted by the master landscape 
plan), fencing (other than used for habitat restoration) and lighting 

• All open space lands shall be managed to be compatible with the conservation open 
space. 

Mitigation Measure F-5 has been changed to read: 

F-5 The project applicant may employ chain link fencing or other wildlife-excluding fencing only 
around the immediate vicinity of residences and associated yards. Fencing passable by 
wildlife may be employed in common areas and no fencing may be allowed outside designated 
lots. 

Page III.F-47 

Mitigation Measure F-6 has been changed to read: 

F-6 In order to minimize impacts on sensitive plant and wildlife species, the project applicant and 
future homeowners (as provided in the CC&Rs) shall: 

• Prohibit introduction of chemical herbicides, pesticides, rodenticides and fertilizers into 
natural areas (i.e., conservation open space) during project construction or operations; 

• Restrict chemical herbicide, pesticide, rodenticides and fertilizer use to developed lots 
and avoid use within 200 feet of stream courses or drainages; 
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• Restrict chemical herbicide, fertilizer, rodenticide and pesticide use within 50 feet of the 
property boundary;  

• Prohibit use of poison to control rodents in common areas and open space; and 

• Inform homeowners of their responsibilities with regard to proper herbicide, pesticide, 
rodenticide and fertilizer use prior to purchase of property. 

Mitigation Measure F-7 has been changed to read:  

F-7 In order to reduce impacts on sensitive and other wildlife species, the project applicant shall 
develop a lighting program that addresses the following: 

• All outdoor lighting shall be shielded and directed away from adjacent open space areas; 

• Any street lighting shall be low-intrusion or have no impact on wildlife, such as sodium-type 
fixtures; 

• Excessive outdoor lighting shall be avoided; outdoor lighting shall represent the minimum 
required to conform to applicable ordinances; and 

• The CC&Rs shall prevent the installation of any outdoor lighting that extends light or glare 
outside of the property boundaries.  All installation of outdoor light shall be subject to 
review and approval of the management entity and HOA. 

Mitigation Measure F-8 has been changed to read: 

F-8 The project applicant shall comply with all state and federal agency laws and regulations.  This 
shall include, but not be limited to, securing a Streambed Alteration Agreement, Section 404 
Permit, and Section 401 Certification.  The permit processes for these approvals shall include 
the preparation of a conceptual mitigation plan and analysis of alternatives. Opportunities for 
onsite habitat restoration and enhancement shall be evaluated prior to the investigation of off-
site opportunities. Mitigation ratios for impacted riparian habitat areas shall be no less than 
1:1 for onsite mitigation and no less than 2:1 for offsite mitigation.  The project applicant shall 
provide the County of copies of all required state and federal permits prior to grubbing and 
issuance of a grading permit.  The project applicant shall comply with all conditions of the 
issued approvals. 

Page III.F-48 

Mitigation Measure F-9 has been changed to read: 

F-9 The biological monitor shall be onsite during all grubbing and grading activities and shall be 
particularly sensitive to potential impacts to San Diego dusky footed woodrat (DFW), 
southwestern pond turtle (SPT), San Diego horned lizard, and the coastal western whiptail. A 
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salvage plan shall be prepared for the above listed species.  The methods chosen for capturing 
animals shall be based on an evaluation of those most protective of the animal and trapping 
efficiencies as determined by the County Biologist.  The salvage plan shall be reviewed and 
approved by the County Biologist prior to the issuance of a final grading permit.  The salvage 
plan shall include the following measures: 

• The project applicant shall translocate impacted individuals of these species to new 
locations with suitable habitat onsite within the conservation open space or other 
appropriate areas.  The translocation program shall be reviewed and approved by 
the County Biologist. 

• For DFW, areas to be disturbed that provide suitable potential habitat for this 
species shall be inspected for nests of DFW one week prior to disturbance.  No more 
than two days prior to site disturbances, potential suitable habitat areas shall be live-
trapped.  The relocation of trapped individuals shall include the relocation of nesting 
materials. 

• The salvage plan shall include methods to ensure mobile species can escape and safely 
reach the habitat conservation open space areas and other limited mobile species are 
removed, as required.   

• Meaningful salvage of wildlife species of low mobility including San Diego coast horned 
lizard and western whiptail shall be achieved by the use of drift fencing and pit-fall 
traps employed at the appropriate time of the year/day when surface temperatures are 
conducive to reptile activity/ movement.   

Mitigation Measure F-10 has been changed to read: 

F-10  In addition to complying with the Oak Tree Ordinance, the project applicant/builder shall 
develop, implement and maintain a Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan to 
be reviewed and approved by the DRP Biologist prior to the issuance of grading permits.  All 
tree plantings shall be subject to a five-year monitoring effort by an independent certified 
arborist.  This monitoring effort shall consider growth, health, and condition of the subject trees 
in order to evaluate the project’s success.  This plan shall also be consistent with the 
management plan developed for the conservation open space in F-1.  The project 
builder/homeowners’ association shall implement the recommended remedial actions should any 
of the tree plantings exhibit poor or declining health as determined by the DRP biologist.   

Mitigation Measure F-11 has been changed to read: 

F-11 All sensitive habitats outside the proposed grading limits shall be avoided during and 
following the proposed construction activities.  A biological monitor familiar with the 
location of the sensitive habitat areas and plant and wildlife species shall be part of the 
construction team.  Prior to commencement of any construction-related activity, the 
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biological monitor shall flag the sensitive areas and/or the construction limits with bright 
orange plastic fencing, stakes, flags, or other suitable markers that are easily discernible by 
construction equipment operators.  No machinery, equipment, materials, construction debris, 
and such as well as personnel shall enter the protected areas unless specifically authorized 
by the biological monitor. 

The following mitigation measures have been added: 

F-12 The biological monitor shall be present at all preconstruction and pregrading meetings.  The 
biological monitor shall present an educational program at these meetings regarding the 
sensitive species and habitats to be protected.  All construction workers shall receive this 
education program. 

F-13 The biological monitor shall be present at the site during clearing of any vegetation and 
during the rough or initial grading of the site.  The biological monitor shall have the 
authority to stop work temporarily in order to protect the flagged sensitive habitats.  Any 
disturbance into sensitive habitat areas shall be reported within 24 hours to appropriate 
authorities.  Following clearing and rough or initial grading activities, the biological 
monitor shall periodically check the site for continued compliance with protection of the 
sensitive species/habitat areas.   

F-14   The biological monitor shall record notes during the monitoring of vegetation clearing and 
during the rough or initial grading of the site.  These notes shall document the dates of 
clearing and location and limits of clearing/grading activities undertaken.  Monitoring notes 
shall be summarized into a letter report that shall be submitted to the appropriate authorities, 
including DRP, within 30 days of project completion.   

F-15 A home owners awareness brochure shall be distributed at the time of sales that will provide 
educational information on the presence of sensitive species in the conservation open space 
areas; the benefits of maintaining habitat values of the open space areas; the problems 
associated with invasive plants, improper use of herbicides, pesticides, rodenticides and 
fertilizers and other potential actions that could indirectly impact the conservation open 
space area and the rules associated with management of the conservation open space. This 
information shall also contain information regarding native plants and planting techniques 
and a list of prohibited plant species within the lots.  This brochure shall be provided to each 
home buyer. 

The following measures have been added: 

F-16   If the required fuel modification zones cross over the northern portion of the site, into the 
jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills, then coordination with the City shall be required.  No 
grading for project construction shall occur on land in the City of Agoura Hills without prior 
approval by the City. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project III. Corrections and Additions 
Final Environmental Impact Report Page III-25 

Page III.F-49 

The Cumulative Impact discussion has been changed to read: 

CEQA mandates that project impacts be analyzed in conjunction with other related past, current, 
and probable future projects whose impacts might compound or interrelate with those of the 
project (Pub. Res. Code § 21083 (b), CEQA Guidelines § 15130). Proposed and previously-
completed projects in the project vicinity (refer to Table II-1 and Figure II-10) reduce the 
potential for the project vicinity to provide wildlife habitat and promote wildlife movement 
between areas north and south of the 101 Freeway.  As detailed in the above discussion, on-site 
wildlife movement is restricted to the north and to the east by Kanan and Cornell Roads.  East-
west movement across the center of the project site is moderately restricted by Kanan and Cornell 
Roads and by previous development along Cornell Road.  Ongoing development along the 101 
Freeway corridor is further restricting north-south movement across the freeway, particularly at 
the Liberty Canyon undercrossing.  The project will contribute to further restrictions for wildlife 
movement; however, this incremental effect is considered less than cumulatively considerable 
because the project is specifically designed to reduce impediments to wildlife movement by 
providing open space between developed areas to ensure east-west movements, as well as 
providing both vertical and horizontal separation between the lots closest to Medea Creek.  These 
measures, combined with the extensive open space preserved on the project site, serve to minimize 
impacts to wildlife, including migratory wildlife.  Therefore, the project’s incremental effect on 
wildlife is considered less than cumulatively considerable.   

In addition to impacts on wildlife corridors, the proposed project would contribute to cumulative 
impacts to biological resources due to removal of natural vegetation communities and native 
trees.  In addition, the project would contribute to the cumulative loss of raptor foraging habitat 
in the project vicinity.  However, with implementation of mitigation measures F-1 through F-16, 
the proposed project’s incremental contribution to these cumulative impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable, and therefore, would be less than significant.  

With respect to cumulative impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta, the revised project’s incremental 
impacts are considered less than cumulatively considerable, because all direct impacts have been 
avoided and the US Department of the Interior has decided not to list the project site as critical 
habitat.   

The project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to other sensitive species is considered less than 
cumulatively considerable since Coville’s Lip Fern, California cloak fern, red shank, and Nevin’s 
bricklebush lie entirely outside the project’s footprint and would not be directly affected by 
project implementation. 
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III.G CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Page III.G-9  

Mitigation Measure G-2 has been changed to read:  

In the event that subsurface archaeological remains are uncovered, construction in the area of the 
find shall be temporarily halted until the deposit has been adequately evaluated.  If recognizable 
features are encountered they shall be subjected to rapid but professional excavation.  
Arrangements shall be made to curate all appropriate artifacts at the National Park Service’s 
curatorial facility in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, or another 
Smithsonian Institution approved curatorial facility. After the find has been evaluated, and 
appropriate mitigation measures implemented to the satisfaction of DRP, construction may resume.    

III. H NOISE 

Page III.H-18  

Mitigation Measure H-7 has been added to read:   

 H-7 Residents located closer than 255 feet of the blast center shall be notified as to the  time 
and place of blasting, and blasting shall not occur within 70 feet of any occupied 
residence to avoid any possible ‘very unpleasant’ reactions.  All notices shall be given to 
residents at least 48 hours prior to blasting. 

III.I VISUAL QUALITIES 

Page III.I-6 

The third and fourth sentences of the fourth paragraph have been changed to read:  

However, the Plan’s policies “do not assume a total exclusion of development from scenic areas 
as being necessary to protect scenic qualities.  Their intent is to require and achieve a sensitive 
balance between development and the natural features of the area”.   

Page III.I-32 

The last complete sentence on the page has been changed to read: 

“For example, there would be no grading of ridgelines and no visually intrusive alteration of 
Medea Creek.” 
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Page III.I-33 

The second sentence of the first paragraph has been changed to read: “Fuel modification for fire 
prevention purposes would result in view alterations to an additional 23.22 acres of currently undisturbed 
native habitat.”   

Page III.I-34  

Measure I-1-2 has been changed to read:  

2) Requirements that all proposed private residential landscape plans conform to the 
project’s landscape plan requirements for plant material selection, irrigation systems, 
and the use of pesticides, herbicides, rodenticies and fertilizers; 

Page III.I-35  

Measure I-3 has been changed to read:  

Where feasible, drainage devices (terrace drains, benches and intervening terraces) visible from 
surrounding areas shall be bermed, constructed of natural or natural-appearing materials, such 
as riprap, and placed in swales. 

III.J.  LIGHT AND GLARE 

Page III.J-14 

Mitigation Measure J-9 (5) has been changed to read: 

 5) Use of motion detectors shall be required. 

III.K  LAND USE COMPATIBILITY 

Page III.K-44 

Mitigation Measure K-1 has been added to read: 

K-1 In order to ensure that aesthetic impacts from manufactured slopes remain less than significant, all 
manufactured slopes 10 feet tall or greater, shall simulate the appearance of the surrounding 
natural terrain and shall be screened with landscaping. 

Page III.K-45 

The second paragraph has been changed to read:   
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“As previously discussed, the Proposed Project would not physically divide an established 
community: however, the Proposed Project is not consistent with certain  policies and goals of the 
Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan.” 

III.L.  TRAFFIC AND ACCESS 

Page III.L-30 

 

Mitigation Measure L-3 has been changed to read as follows: 

L-3 The project applicant shall contribute a traffic impact fee at the prevailing rate in effect at time 
of issuance of grading permit, to the City of Agoura Hills for necessary improvements to 
mitigate the revised project’s cumulative impacts at the intersections of Kanan Road at Canwood 
Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Road. 

Mitigation Measure L-4 has been deleted. 

III.M.1. PUBLIC SERVICES – FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES 

Page III.M.1-5 

The first paragraph of the page has been revised to read: 

The revised project would introduce 61 new homes and an estimated 183 residents1 into 
previously uninhabited hillside areas considered to be subject to very high fire hazards by the 
LAFD.  This new resident population would increase the potential for wildfire starts in the area 
and, concomitantly, the need for fire protection and emergency services in the area. Additionally, 
the proposed project would create increased demand for urban fire protection and emergency 
medical services, e.g., structure fires, vehicle fires, and paramedic incidents.  Although designed 
with fire safety as a concern, by itself, the project design would not be sufficient to eliminate the 
risk of exposure to wildfire hazards. 

Page III.M.1-11 

Mitigation Measure M.1-7 has been changed to read:  

                                                      

1  Assumes 3.0 persons per single-family dwelling unit (Source: Las Virgenes Municipal Water District 
Population Growth, Residential Development and Employment Activity Report, LVMWD Report Number 2041, 
March 1996). 
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The project applicant/developer shall pay a Developer Fee on Construction (at the rate 
prevailing at the time of building permit issuance) for future capital improvements for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department.  

Page III.M.5-3 

The subheading “Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area” has been changed to “National 
Park Service”.  
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IV. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

A.  INTRODUCTION 

The Draft EIR for the previously proposed 81-lot project was originally circulated on March 28, 2005 for 
a formal 45-day public review period ending May 11, 2005.  During that time, the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning received a total of 18 individual comment letters on the Draft EIR.   
Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for public comment, the project was revised and a Revised 
Project Design Summary was circulated on October 31, 2005 for a second formal 45-day public comment 
period ending December 14, 2005.  During the second 45-day public review period, the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional Planning received one (1) additional comment letter regarding the 
Revised Project Design Summary.  Although the County held two formal 45-day public review periods, 
the actual comment period was held open from the release date of the Draft EIR on March 28, 2005 to the 
close of the public hearings before the Regional Planning Commission on September 20, 2006. During 
the period following the close of the second formal 45-day public review period to the close of the public 
hearings, the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning received 31 individual written 
comments.  In addition, during these comment periods, the County of Los Angeles Department of 
Regional Planning received multiple copies of form letters submitted both in favor and opposition to the 
proposed project.   

On September 20, 2006, the Regional Planning Commission denied the proposed project.  The project 
proponent appealed the denial to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors.  The Board of 
Supervisors held the appeal hearing on March 27, 2007.  During this hearing an additional 13 comment 
letters and a list of petition signatures were submitted for the Board’s consideration.  The Board of 
Supervisors continued the public hearing until June 26, 2007, and instructed the project proponent to 
submit a new project site plan that addressed the Board’s concerns.  The new revised 61-lot project site 
plan was distributed to the public on May 3, 2007 for a two week period following Subdivision 
Committee approval of the revised tract map on May 16, 2007. A total of three individual comment letters 
were received during this last public review period.    

The following Responses to Written Comments is divided into eight sections: (1) topical responses; (2) 
responses to comments received during the first formal public review period extending between March 
28, 2005 and May 11, 2005; (3) responses to comments received during the second formal public review 
period extending between October 31, 2005 and December 14, 2005; (4) responses to comments received 
between the close of the second formal 45-day public review period and the close of the public hearings 
on September 20, 2006; (5) responses to comments received by the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors for the March 27, 2007 hearing; (6) responses to speaker card comments submitted to the 
Board of Supervisors during the March 27, 2007 public hearing; and, (7) responses to comments received 
during circulation of the map between May 3, 2007 and May 30, 2007 by the Board of Supervisors on the 
Revised 61-Lot Project; and (8) responses to additional written comments.  
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The following Section IV, Responses to Oral Testimony, contains responses to oral testimony regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR provided during four public hearings before the Regional Planning 
Commission and one public hearing before the Board of Supervisors.  Public Hearings were held by the 
Regional Planning Commission on May 18, 2005, June 22, 2005, June 28, 2006 and September 20, 2006.  
The Board of Supervisors held public hearings on March 27, 2007 and July 24, 2007.  

To facilitate the response to the large number of comments received, the Responses to Written Comments 
portion of this Final EIR uses the following convention.  Each comment letter has been numbered in order 
of date received, starting with the earliest date. In turn, each comment within each comment letter has also 
been numbered.  For example, Comment Letter No. 1 is from Tom Dodson & Associates, dated April 10, 
2005.  The first comment of Comment Letter No. 1 is “Comment No. 1-1”; if there were a second 
comment, it would be identified as “Comment No. 1-2”, etc.  Responses to Comments are identified using 
the same convention; hence, the response to the first comment of the first letter is identified as “Response 
to Comment No. 1-1”. 

Written comments made during the public review for the Draft EIR and the Revised Project Design 
intermixed points and opinions relevant to project approval/disapproval with points and opinions relevant 
to the environmental review.  The responses discuss as necessary the points relevant to the environmental 
review and acknowledge comments addressing points and opinions relevant to consideration for project 
approval.     

The following organizations/persons provided written comments on the Draft EIR to the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional Planning during the first formal 45-day public review period from 
March 28, 2005 through May 11, 2005.  Note: although the comments expressed in these letters address 
the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.   

Commenters 

1. Tom Dodson, Tom Dodson & Associates, 2150 North Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernadino, CA 
92405, April 10, 2005 

2. Elizabeth A Cheadle, Chairperson, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, Ramirez Canyon Park, 
5750 Ramirez Canyon Road, Malibu, CA 90265, April 25, 2005 

 3. Cornell Preservation Organization PO Box 1875, Cornell, CA 91301, April 25, 2005 

4. Nazir Lalani, Deputy Director, County of Ventura Public Works Agency, Transportation 
Department, 800 South Victoria Avenue, L# 1740, Ventura, CA 93009, May 6, 2005 

5. C.F. Raysbrook, Regional Manager, Department of Fish and Game, 4949 Viewridge Avenue, San 
Diego, CA 92123, May 9, 2005 
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6. David R. Leininger, Chief, Prevention Services Bureau, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, 
1320 North Eastern Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90063, May 10, 2005 

7. Joseph E. Crisologo, P.E., District Engineer, Hollywood District, Southern California Drinking 
Water Field Operations Branch, Los Angeles Region, State of California Department of Health 
Services, 1449 West Temple Street, Room 202, Los Angeles, CA 90026, May 11, 2005 

8. Tom Dodson, Tom Dodson & Associates, 2150 N. Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 
92405, May 11, 2005 

9. Steve Hess, President, Las Virgenes Homeowners Federation, Inc., Post Office Box 353, Agoura 
Hills, CA 91301, May 11, 2005 

10. Mike Kamino, Director, Planning and Community Development, City of Agoura Hills, 30001 
Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, May 11, 2005 

11. Woody Smeck, Superintendent, United States Department of Interior, National Park Service, 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, 401 West Hillcrest Drive, Thousand Oaks, 
CA 91360, May 11, 2005 

12. Jess Thomas, Old Agoura, CA (Received May 11, 2005) 

13. Denis Weber, Mayor Pro Tem, City of Agoura Hills, 30001 Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, CA 
91301, May 11, 2005) 

14. Terry Roberts, Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse, 1400 Tenth Street, P.O. Box 3044, 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044, May 16, 2005 

15. Liz French, 900 Latigo Canyon Road, Malibu, CA 90265, May 17, 2005 

16. Penny Suess, 30473 Mulholland Highway, #179, Agoura, CA 91301, May 23, 2005 

17. Tom Dodson, 2150 N. Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 92405, June 18, 2005 

18. Betsey Landis, President, California Native Plant Society, Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mountains 
Chapter, 3908 Mandeville Canyon Road, Los Angeles, CA 90049, June 21, 2005 

The following organization provided written comments on the Draft EIR to the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning during the second formal 45-day public review period from October 31, 
2005 through December 14, 2005.   
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Commenters 

19. Elizabeth A Cheadle, Chairperson, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, Ramirez Canyon Park, 
5750 Ramirez Canyon Road, Malibu, CA 90265, December 5, 2005 

The following organizations/persons provided written comments on the Draft EIR to the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional Planning following the close of the second formal 45-day public review 
period on December 14, 2005 to the close of the public hearing on September 20, 2006.   

Commenters 

20. Christopher Stephens, County Planning Director, Resource Management Agency, County of 
Ventura, 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009, December 20, 2005 

21. Mike Kamino, Director, Planning and Community Development, City of Agoura Hills, 30001 
Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, January 19, 2006 

22. Richard B. Silverman, Cantor, 14 Coleytown Road, Westport, CT 06880, February 3, 2006 

23. Martin Frank, 2581 Greenvalley Rd., Los Angeles, CA 90046, February 6, 2006. 

24. Kenneth J. Goodman, L.C.S.W., 18546 Roscoe Blvd., Suite 210, Northridge, CA 91324, 
February 8, 2006 

25. Cindy Goodman, 12648 Byron Ave., Granada Hills, CA 91324, February 11, 2006 

26. Greg Ramirez, City Manager, City of Agoura Hills, 30001 Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, CA 
91301, February 14, 2006. 

27. Larry L. Eng, Regional Manager, Department of Fish and Game, South Coast Region, 4949 
Viewridge Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123, February 23, 2006 

28. David R. Leininger, Chief, Prevention Services Bureau, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, 
1320 North Eastern Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90063, April 4, 2006 

29. Elaine Baum, June 15, 2006. 

30. Leah and Paul Culberg, No Address, June 19, 2006. 

31. Dr. Harry Shragg, 2115 Ridge Dr, Los Angeles, CA 90049, June 19, 2006. 

32. Colleen Holmes, President Cornell Preservation Organization, P.O. Box 1875, Agoura Hills, CA 
91376-1875, June 19, 2006. 
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33. Matthew Heerde, Law Offices of Frank P. Angel, 3250 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 300, Santa 
Monica, CA 90405-3219, June 21, 2006. 

34. William & Carol Foster, 5601 Foothill Dr., Agoura, CA 90301, June 22, 2006 

35.  Richard B. Silverman, 14 Coleytown Road, Westport, CT 06880,  June 20, 2006 

36. Elizabeth French, 24328 Bridle Trail Road, Hidden Hills, CA 91302, June 27, 2006 

37. Pat Henkel, Malibou Lake, CA, June 27, 2006 

38. Nick Noxon, Cornell Preservation Organization, (no address given) June 27, 2006 

39. Woody Smeck, Superintendent, United States Department of Interior, National Park Service, 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, 401 West Hillcrest Drive, Thousand Oaks, 
CA 91360, June 27, 2006 

40. C.T. Yabitsu, 29438 Mulholland Hwy, Agoura, CA 91201, June 27, 2006 

41. Penelope Suess, 30473 Mulholland Highway #179, Cornell, CA 91301, June 28, 2006 

42. Dr. Harry Shragg, 2115 Ridge Dr, Los Angeles, CA 90049, July 2, 2006 

43. Mike Kamino, Director, Planning and Community Development, City of Agoura Hills, 30001 
Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, September 18, 2006 

44. Larry Hensely, Chief of Planning, Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation, 510 
S. Vermont Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90020, September 19, 2006 

45. Matthew Heerde, Law Offices of Frank P. Angel, 3250 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 300, Santa 
Monica, CA 90405, September 19, 2006 

46. Collen Holmes, September 20, 2006 

47. Collen Holmes, September 20, 2006  

48. Unidentified, September 20, 2006 

49. Unidentified, September 20, 2006 (Petition for Writ of Mandate) 

50. Cornell Preservation Organization, PO Box 1875, Cornell, CA 91301, Undated 

The following persons submitted a signed form letter in support of the proposed project to the Regional 
Planning Commission.  Copies of these letters are included in Appendix I-6.  See Comment Letter No. 24 
for responses to this form letter. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 

 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-6 

• Lawrence Berlin, June 17, 2006 

• Rabbi Sidney S. Guthman, 5224 Riviera Circle, Long Beach, CA 90815, June 16, 2006 

• Vance Moran, President, Beautiful City Corp, June 17, 2006. 

• Jane Nuccio, June 17, 2006 

• David Wentz, June 17, 2006 

• Sheldon Wolk, 9401 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1122, Beverly Hills, CA 90212, June 16, 2006 

• Judy Nealy, June 16, 2006 

• Indecipherable, June 16, 2006 

• Indecipherable, June 17, 2006. 

The following persons submitted a signed form letter in opposition to the proposed project to the 
Regional Planning Commission. Copies of these form letters are included in Appendix I-7.  See Comment 
Letter No. 34 for responses to this form letter. 

• Mary Altmann, 1857 Lookout Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Arthur Arwin, address illegible 

• Robert Baron, 4145 Cornell Rd., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Cecilia Bebek, 30804 Calaise Ct., Westlake Village, CA 91362 

• Fred Berkeley, 4165 Cornell Rd., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Jere Berkeley, 4165 Cornell Rd., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Donna Ebue Chamasmany, 28821 Wagon Rd, Agoura Hills, CA 90301 

• Cyril Cianflone, 29042 Silver Creek Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Dan Comins, 6355 Topanga Cyn Blvd. #225, Woodland Hills, CA 91364 

• Paul Culberg, 32063 Lobo Cny Rd, Agoura CA 91301 

• Donna Flint, 5552 Colodny Dr., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Elizabeth French, 24328 Bridle Trail Rd, Hidden Hills, CA 91302 

• Dena Feingold, 30100 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Rodd Feingold, 30100 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Ira Friedman, 4011 Cornell Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Nicole Friedman, 4011 Cornell Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Serena Friedman, 28705 Wagon Rd., Agoura, CA 91307 

• Peter Greenwood, 1936 Flathead Trail, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Houri Kharazi Greko, 2240 Cornell Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Karla Halseth, 3737 Medea Creek Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 
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• Thor Halseth, 3737 Medea Creek Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Michael Hart, 2090 East Lakeshore Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Nova Hedrick, 29395 Lake Vista Dr., Malibou Lake, CA 91301 

• Richard Henkel, 1755 Lookout Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Carol Henry, 29068 Lake Dr, Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Arthur Hurt, 29480 Lake Vista Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Carol Hurt, 29480 Lake Vista Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Nan Kane, 2344 Laguna Circle, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Walter Kelly, 28944 Crags Dr, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Bill Krebs, 28913 Medea Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Dayna Krebs, 28913 Medea Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Madeline Krpan, 30804 Calaise Ct., Westlake Village, CA 91364 

• Margaret Krpan, 30804 Calaise Ct., Westlake Village, CA 91364 

• Jaime Massly, 29711 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura, CA 91301 

• John Massur, 29711 Mulholland Hwy, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Cythia Maxwell, 24875 Mulholland Hwy, Calabasas, CA 91302 

• Bill Ouellette, 4351 Cornell Rd., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Suzie Ouellette, 4351 Cornell Rd., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Debby Pattiz, 29136 Crags Dr., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Robert Paulser, 4359 Cornell Rd., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Anotz Plessner, 2057 Lookout Dr, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Elizabeth Ralser, 29209 Circle Drive, Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Pamela Rinaldi, 30473 Mulholland, #190, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Carlos Rocha, 3700 Cornell Road, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Sarah Savedra, 30473-114 Mulholland Highway, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Steve Shimek, 29071 Lake Vista Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Scott Smart, 29068 Lake Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• John W. Sneddon, 6355 Topanga Canyon Blvd. #225, Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

• Penelope Suess, 30413 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Collette Swan, 29050 Lake Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Tarrish Todd, 4359 Cornell Rd., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Chester Yabitsu, 29438 Mulholland Hwy, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Joan Yabitsu, 29438 Mulholland Hwy, Agoura, CA 91301 
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The following list of petition signers was submitted to the Regional Planning Commission, although no 
petition accompanied the list: 

• Stacie Goldstein, 5336 Chesebro Rd, Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Elizabeth Ralser, 29209 Circle Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Tyler Krebs, 28913 Medea Mesa Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Jess Thomas, 6064 Chesebro Rd, Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Kirk Allegro, 28312 Driver Ave., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Tony (Indecipherable), 28428 Waring Pl., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Richard Watters, 28245 Driver Ave, Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Mary Ellen Strote, 475 Stunt Road, Calabasas, CA 91302 

 

The following organizations/persons provided written comments on the proposed project and Draft EIR to 
the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors for the March 27, 2007 public hearing:    

Commenters 

51. Elizabeth French, 24328 Bridle Trail Road, Hidden Hills, CA 91302 (Submitted March 27, 2007) 

52. Serena Friedman, 28705 Wagon Road, Agoura, CA 91301, December 15, 1999 (Submitted March 
27, 2007) 

53. Serena Friedman, 28705 Wagon Road, Agoura, CA 91301, April 17, 2000 (Submitted March 27, 
2007) 

54. Wona Green, No Address, Agoura Hills,  (Submitted March 27, 2007) 

55. Mr. And Mrs. Wayne Greko, 3340 Cornell Road, Agoura, CA 91301, (Submitted March 25, 2007) 

56. Mark Horns, 29337 Lake Vista Drive, Malibou Lake, CA, (Submitted March 27, 2007) 

57. Sheri Soladar, 23586 Calabasas Road, Calabasas, CA 91302, (Submitted March 27, 2007) 

58. Penny Suess, 30473 Mulholland Highway, #179, Agoura CA 91301, (Submitted March 27, 2007) 

59. Mary Wiesbrock, Save Open Space, P.O. Box 1284, Agoura, CA 91376, (Submitted March 26, 
2007) 

60. Warren Willig, 31135 Lobo Vista, Agoura, CA 91301, (Submitted March 27, 2007) 

61. Warren Willig, Triunfo-Lobo Community Association, No Address, (Submitted March 26, 2007) 
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• 62. Chet Yabitsu, 29438 Mulholland Hwy, Agoura, CA 91301 

 (Submitted March 27, 2007) 

• 63. Joan Yabitsu, 29438 Mulholland Hwy, Agoura, CA 91301 

 (Submitted March 27, 2007) 

Additionally, a petition in opposition to the proposed project containing 33 names was submitted during 
the Board of Supervisors March 27, 2007 public hearing (see Appendix I-4)    

The following organizations/persons provided speaker cards for the County of Los Angeles Board of 
Supervisors’ March 27, 2007 public hearing:    

Commenters 

64. Angel, Frank P./Angel Law, 3250 Ocean Park Boulevard, #300, Center for Biological Diversity 

65. Artson, Bradley S., 15600 Mulholland Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90077, American Jewish 
University 

66. Arviv, Blythe, (no address given), CPO 

67. Baron, Robert, 4145 Cornell Road, CPO 

68. Beck, Melanie, 401 W. Hillcrest Drive, Thousand Oaks, CA 91360, National Park Service 

69. Berke, Jonathan, 3620 Patrick Henry Place, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, CPO 

70. Berkley, Fred, 4165 Cornell Road, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, CPO 

71. Berkley, Jere, 4165 Cornell, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, CPO 

72. Cianflone, Cyril, 29042 Silver Creek, Agoura 

73. Culberg, Leah, (no address given), Cornell Preservation Organization 

74. Culberg, Paul, 32063 lobo Canyon Road, Triumfo Lobo Community Association 

75. Dalton, Dayle, 29155 Paivte Drive, Cornell Preservation Organization 

76. Dodson, Tom, 2150 N. Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 92405, Cornell Preservation 
Organization 

77. Edmiston, Joe, 5750 Ramirez Canyon Road, Malibu, CA 90265, Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy 
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78.  French, Elizabeth, 24328 Bridle Trail Road, Hidden Hills, CA, Cornell Preservation Organization 

79. Friedman, Dr. Serena, 28705 Wagon Road, Agoura, CA 91301, Cornell Road Ranchos 
Homeowners Association 

80. Ganahl, Erin/Angel Law, 3250 Ocean Park Boulevard, #300, Center for Biological Diversity 

81. Green, Nona, 6128 Chesbro Road, Agoura, CA 91301, Green Properties/Coldwell Banker 

82. Halladay, Dana S., 201 E. Yorba Linda Boulevard, Placentia, CA 92870, Halladay and MimMack 

83. Hart, Michael, 2090 East Lakeshore Drive, Agoura, CA 91301, CPO/Malibu Lake 

84. Hess, Steve, 28907 Wagon Road 

85. Holmes, Colleen, 3700 Old Oak Road, Cornell Preservation Organization 

86. Holmes, Robert, 3700 Old Oak Road, CPO 

87. Krebs, Dayna L., 28913 Medea Mesa Road, Agoura, CA, Cornell Preservation Organization 

88. Mintzer, Daniel, 20657 Lull Street, Winnetka, CA 91306 

89. Muldavin, Rowena, 28960 Crags Drive, Agoura CA 91301 

90. Noxon, Nick, 2305 Sierra Creek Road, Agoura, 91301, CPO 

91. Paull, Jeff, 4147 Cornell Road, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, Cornell Preservation Organization 

92. Powers, Victoria, 29033 W. Lake Vista Drive, Agoura, Cornell Preservation Organization 

93. Soladar, Sheri, 26500 W. Agoura Road, #802, Calabasas, CA 91302, Realtor 

94. Strote, Mary Ellen, 475 Stunt Road, Calabasas 

95. Suess, Penny, 30473 Mulholland Hwy., #179, Agoura, CA 91301 

96. Sumner, Murray, 28921 Crest Drive, Agoura, CA 91301, Cornell Preservation Organization 

97. Weston, Steve, 333 S. Hope Street, 16th Floor, Sage Community Group – Appellant/Applicant 

98. Whizin, Bruce F., Sherman Oaks, CA, Beautiful City Holding Corp./Whizin Foundation 

99. Wrigley, James D., 2340 Stokes Canyon Road, Calabasas, CA 91302, Save Open Space – Santa 
Monica Mountains 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 

 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-11 

100. Yabitsu, Chester, 29438 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura, Cornell Preservation Organization (CPO) 

101. Yabitsu, Joan, 29438 Mulholland Hwy. Agoura, Cornell Preservation Organization 

The following persons/organization provided written comments on the revised 61-lot project discussed in 
this Final EIR and submitted to the Board of Supervisors for approval.  The revised 61-lot project was 
made available to the public from May 3, 2007 through May 30, 2007.  

102. Cornell Preservation Organization P.O. Box 1875, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, May 25, 2007 

103. Tom Dodson, Tom Dodson & Associates, 2150 North Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 
92405, May 28, 2007 

104. Kevin Hunting, Department of Fish and Game, South Coast Region, 4949 Viewridge Avenue, San 
Diego, CA 92123, May 29, 2007   

The following persons provided written comments which do not fit into any of the previous categories:  

105. Los Angeles County Office of Education, 9300 Imperial Highway, Downey, CA 90242, Received 
January 14, 1998 

106. Donald Zimring, Las Virgenes Unified School District, 4111 N. Las Virgenes Road, Calabasas, 
CA 91302, July 22, 2003 

107. Name Unintelligible, June 17, 2006 

108. Judith Friedman, 4011 Cornell Road, Agoura CA 91301, January 24, 2000 

For the identification of speakers at the public hearings, see the hearing transcripts contained in 
Appendices J-1 through J-5. 
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B.  TOPICAL RESPONSES 

Many of the comments submitted on the Draft EIR repeatedly focused on a particular set of issues.  
Accordingly, “Topical Responses” have been prepared for such issues.  Each topical response provides a 
complete discussion of the general concern raised, and incorporates in one location the information 
requested from the various permutations of the comment received from the different commenters.  
Consequently, a particular topical response may provide more information than requested by any 
individual comment.  The reader is referred to Topical Responses when appropriate.  

Topical responses in this Final EIR address the following concerns: 

Topical Response 1: Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters 

Topical Response 2: Recirculation of the Draft EIR 

Topical Response 3: Standards for Determining Project Consistency with General Plan Policies  

Topical Response 4: Water Quality  

Topical Response 5: Economic Analysis 

Topical Response 6: Impacts to Lyon’s Pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya 

Topical Response 7: Zuma Ridge Trail 

Topical Response 8: Wildlife Corridors 
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Topical Response 1: Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters 

Section 15204(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines1 (“CEQA Guidelines”) (Focus of Review) helps the 
public and public agencies to focus their review of environmental documents and their comments to lead 
agencies.  Section 15204(a) states:   

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. 
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 
an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as 
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and 
the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 
EIR. 

Section 15204(a) therefore encourages reviewers to examine the sufficiency of the environmental 
document, particularly in regard to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and 
project alternatives. The lead agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion given it, provided that 
the lead agency responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith effort at disclosure.   

Given that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence, Section 15204(c) 
advises reviewers that comments should be accompanied by factual support: 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data or 
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall 
not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.   

 

                                              

1  California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387. 
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Topical Response 2: Recirculation of the Draft EIR 

Recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required under CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 provides 
direction for EIR recirculation prior to certification of the Final EIR:   

 A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is 
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public 
review under Section 15087 but before certification.  As used in this section, the term 
“information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as 
additional data or other information.  New information added to an EIR is not 
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or 
a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project 
alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.  “Significant new 
information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a 
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to 
adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (b) provides that: 

 Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications to an adequate EIR. 

Responses to comments provided in this document address significant environmental issues raised by 
commenting public agencies, private organizations and individuals.  In some instances, additional or 
modified text, maps or other graphical material regarding the project description or potential project impacts 
have been provided in response to specific queries.  This new material may be found in Section II, 
Description of Revised Project Design or as additional information in Section III, Corrections and Additions 
section of the Final EIR.   
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The changes to the proposed site plan do not locate any development lots in areas of the property that were 
not previously studied in the Draft EIR.  The relocation of lots is within the same areas where environmental 
impacts were previously analyzed in the Draft EIR.  For example, Alternative 5 of the Draft EIR analyzed 
the environmental impacts of residential development on the east side of Kanan Road north of the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta (sensitive plant species) population between Kanan and Cornell Roads, as well as development 
of residences between the existing fire station and the sensitive plant species population east of Cornell 
Road.  The project site plan analyzed in the Draft EIR also proposed development of a landscape lot 
immediately south of the fire station.  Alternative 2 of the Draft EIR similarly analyzed the environmental 
impacts of residential development south of the fire station.  Also it should be noted, the property next to the 
fire station has been disturbed—the fire department previously used the property as their firewood area and 
storage.  Accordingly, the revisions to the site plan placing development lots in those locations does not 
result in project alternatives “considerably different from others previously analyzed.”  See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)(3). 
 
This new information has been provided merely to clarify or amplify information in the Draft EIR.  The new 
information does not reveal that the revised project would cause new significant impacts not previously 
identified in the Draft EIR.  A review of the new information indicates that there would not be a substantial 
increase in the severity of an environmental impact discussed in the Draft EIR.  Furthermore, no significant 
new information has been presented that changes the Draft EIR in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the proposed project 
or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the 
proposed project’s proponents have declined to implement.  Therefore, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 (b), no recirculation of the Draft EIR is required.   
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Topical Response 3: Standards for Determining Project Consistency with General Plan Policies  

 

Neither CEQA nor the Guidelines set forth any specific standard for determining when a project is 
consistent with an applicable plan, but the final determination that a project is consistent with an 
applicable plan must be made by the agency responsible for approving the project. Courts will defer to an 
agency's decision on consistency with its own plans unless, based on evidence before the decision-making 
body, a "reasonable person" could not have found the project to be consistent.  No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los 
Angeles, 196 Cal.App.3d 223 (1987); Mitchell v. County of Orange, 165 Cal.App.3d 1185 (1985). A 
project need not completely satisfy general plan policies that allow discretion in interpretation and 
application.  OPR, State of California General Plan Guidelines (2003); Sequoyah Hills Homeowners 
Ass'n v. City of Oakland, 23 Cal.App.4th 704 (1993).  Under the Subdivision Map Act, subdivisions need 
only be in overall agreement or harmony with the general plan.  Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles, 153 
Cal.App.3d 391 (1984).  The proper role of the EIR is to set forth the proposed project's conflicts with the 
general plan and relate them to the discussion of the environmental impacts, with the ultimate 
determination of consistency to be made by the decision-making body, which for the proposed project is 
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (“Board”).  The analysis in the Draft EIR set forth these 
conflicts with respect to the previously proposed 81-lot project so that the Board may determine whether 
the proposed project is consistent with the North Area Plan.  The analysis in the Draft EIR properly 
related the conflicts to the environmental impacts and provided cross-references to Sections III.A, III.C, 
III.E, III.F, III.G, III.H, III.I, III.J and III.L of the Draft EIR where further detailed discussions of, and 
appropriate mitigations for, the environmental impacts are found.   

Section III.K of the March 2005 Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) analyzes the Land Use 
Compatibility impacts of the Project.  The Draft EIR states that the Project is overall consistent with the 
land use designations in the Los Angeles County General Plan and the Santa Monica Mountains North 
Area Plan (“NAP”), and no amendments to those land use plans were required or proposed.  The revised 
Project, as described in this Final EIR, remains consistent with the land use designations of the General 
Plan and the NAP. 

In addition, the DEIR analyzed the Project’s compatibility with specific goals, objectives and policies in 
the NAP that are generally applicable to the Project.  This analysis, summarized in Table III.K-1 of the 
Draft EIR, concluded that the 81-unit project described in the Draft EIR was not entirely consistent with 
some of the goals and policies of the NAP.  Because the Project is located within the Las Virgenes 
Significant Ecological Area (“SEA No. 6”), the Draft EIR also compared the Project against the SEA 
Compatibility Criteria.  The Draft EIR stated that reviewed project did not adhere to SEA Compatibility 
Criteria 1, 2, 4 and 6.  Several comments submitted regarding the Project also raised concerns regarding 
the Project’s compatibility with the NAP. 

As discussed above, the proposed project has been revised substantially to reduce or eliminate 
environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR.  The revisions to the Project have eliminated or 
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mitigated the environmental impacts that created the inconsistencies with the goals and policies of the 
NAP and the SEA Compatibility Criterion.  For the reasons discussed below, the revised project is 
consistent with the NAP and the SEA Compatibility Criterion. 

(1) Biology – NAP Policies IV-3b, IV-3c, IV-3d, IV-6, V-10, VI-2 & Figure 1 (Environmental 
Thresholds and Appropriate Levels of Development, (pp. VI-48-49); SEA Compatibility Criteria 1, 3 & 4 

Each of these policies and criteria seek to preserve and protect the biotic resources present in the Santa 
Monica Mountains.  The applicant’s revisions to the project eliminate the project’s inconsistency with 
these policies.  By eliminating or re-locating the lots identified in the proposed 81-lot tentative tract map 
(“Map”) in the Draft EIR as lots 5, 14, 15, 16, 45, 46, 47, 65 and 66, direct impacts to protected biotic 
resources will be avoided because the project will not locate any residential lots in areas where sensitive 
plant species are known to be present.  Accordingly, development of the proposed 61-lot project will not 
result in the elimination of any protected biological resources. 

(2) Preservation of open space blocks and natural features– NAP Policies IV-1, IV-16, & Figure 1 
Environmental Thresholds and Appropriate Levels of Development, (pp. VI-48-49) 

The listed NAP policies encourage the clustering of development into the least sensitive areas of the site 
in order to preserve and protect natural features, preserve blocks of open space and protect habitat 
linkage.  The applicant’s revisions to the project eliminate the project’s inconsistency with these policies , 
created by the linear character of development proposed east of Cornell Road as reflected in former lots 
62 through 74 on the 81-lot map.  In the revised project, the area comprising Lots 62 through 81 of the 
previously proposed 81-Lot map is now basically undeveloped (i.e., Lot 62 through 81 have been 
eliminated); but, the area underlying the previously proposed Lots 55 through 61 (7 lots) was 
reconfigured to add in three more lots to bring that total to 10 lots.  In addition, the roadway for Street “F” 
was shifted westerly to avoid steep grading and create more pad areas for these additional lots.  This 
constitutes clustering. The revised project clusters all dwellings in hillside areas in a manner consistent 
with these policies and their underlying goals. 

(3) Reduction in grading in hillside areas and preservation of natural features – NAP Policies IV-9, IV-10, 
IV-11, IV-12, IV-13, IV-32, IV-45, V-2, V-17, VI-1, VI-14 & VI-2 

These policies in the NAP encourage protection of significant natural features, including by limiting 
grading in hillside sloped areas to circumstances where clustering is not possible and when demonstrated 
safety hazards and environmental degradation can be avoided.  The applicant’s revisions to the project 
eliminate the project’s inconsistency with this policy.  Specifically, in the current design, the applicant has 
eliminated former lots 62 through 74 from the 81-lot Map.  Further, the revised project has reduced 
grading to approximately 308,500 cubic yards of excavation and 309,200 cubic yards of fill emplacement.  
These figures represent reductions of 189,921 cubic yards less excavation and 118,283 cubic yards less 
fill than the previously-proposed 81-lot project.  The revised project also achieves consistency with these 
policies by limiting grading in areas of over 50% slope to only 0.45 acres, and grading in areas of over 
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25% slope to only 2.24 acres.  Further, this grading is generally limited to the narrow steeper strips of the 
site along Kanan Road.  The revised project would employ contour grading techniques (i.e. variable slope 
grades and undulating “daylight” elevations) to transition manufactured slopes back into the natural 
contours of adjacent undisturbed areas.  Additionally, the landscape plan would utilize native vegetation 
to blend disturbed areas back into the adjacent undisturbed areas.  In summary, the revised project is 
consistent with the NAP’s policies for preservation of natural features and reduction of hillside grading. 

(4) Reduce retaining walls above 10' – NAP Policy IV-12 

NAP Policy IV-12 discourages the use of manufactured slopes in excess of 10 vertical feet and requires 
any such slopes to be land-form graded.  The applicant has achieved consistency with this policy by 
several revisions to the Project.  First, the applicant has eliminated former lots 62 through 81 from the 81-
unit Map, as well as the Street “F” cul-de-sac.  Second, in the revised Project, retaining walls with heights 
in excess of 10’ are limited to a single wall that will be created only behind lots 1, 2, 3, and 4.  Due to the 
location of these lots, that retaining wall will not interrupt normal sight lines from Kanan Road, and will 
not be generally visible from outside the development.  Third, all retaining walls will be land-form 
constructed to have contours and varying slope ratios.  Pursuant to Mitigation Measure K-1, the single 
retaining wall with heights in excess of 10’ will be designed to simulate the appearance of the 
surrounding natural terrain and screened by landscaping.  The Design Guidelines and Landscaping Plan 
will further regulate aesthetics; and, on the SEA side, manufactured slopes over ten-feet will be behind 
homes, and thus further screened from view.  Accordingly, the Project will be consistent with this policy 

 (5) Water quality impacts– NAP Policies IV-18, IV-26, IV-47 & IV-48e 

These policies seek to protect riparian areas from water quality and other impacts caused by watershed 
run-off and recreational facilities.  The project proposed in the Draft EIR was inconsistent with these 
policies due to the location of a 20-foot trail easement for riding and hiking in the vicinity of Medea 
Creek/Caleta Road.  The revised Project eliminates this inconsistency.  Due to feasibility limitations, the 
proposed 20-foot trail easement for the Zuma Ridge Trail will not be located in the general vicinity of 
Medea Creek or riparian areas.  Accordingly, the Project is consistent with these policies because it does 
not bring horses or other livestock into riparian areas, and is therefore protective of streams and natural 
drainages and the quality of water runoff and ground water.  Additional information regarding the 
Project’s potential impacts regarding water quality is set forth in Topical Response No. 4. 

(6) View impacts – NAP Policies IV-14, IV-29, IV-31, IV-48b, VI-5, Figure 1 (Environmental 
Thresholds and Appropriate Levels of Development, pp. VI-48-49), VI-15, VI-17, VI-21 & VII-5 

Each of these NAP policies seek to protect the views and visual resources of the Santa Monica 
Mountains.  The Project, as revised, achieves consistency with these policy goals.  First, the Project 
clusters dwellings to minimize impacts on views of Ladyface Mountain and other visual resources.  
Second, the proposed home locations are in the low-land areas or at the base of Ladyface Mountain, and 
will not impede views of the mountain’s peaks or major slopes.  Third, Ladyface Mountain will continue 
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to stand 1,120 vertical feet above the Project, and will be visible from most areas in the vicinity of the 
Project.  The Design Guidelines and Landscaping Plan will further regulate aesthetics in a manner that 
minimizes view impacts. Because it has been revised in a manner that mitigates to the extent possible the 
limited impacts on visual resources, the Project is consistent with the goals embodied in these policies. 

(7) Reduction of fuel modification areas – NAP Policies IV-33, V-10 & V-12 

These policies encourage development in areas that minimize the threat from wild fires and avoid the 
need for fire fuel modification through massive vegetation clearance.  The Project has been revised to 
achieve consistency with these policies.  Specifically, the applicant has worked with the County Fire 
Department to avoid fire hazard areas and minimize fuel modification areas.  Compliance with the fuel 
modification plan (June 22, 2007), preliminarily approved by the County Fire Department on July 7, 
2007, mitigation measure F-2 and conditions set forth of approval by the County Fire Department will 
achieve consistency with the goals underlying these policies.  For further information, see Appendix M-3. 

(8) Stream/riparian setbacks – NAP Policies IV-27, IV-45, IV-47, IV-48e, V-3 & VI-21; SEA 
Compatibility Criteria 2 & 6 

Each of these policies and criteria are designed to protect streams, riparian areas and other watersheds.  
The revised Project’s consistency with these policies is demonstrated by its compliance with County 
regulations regarding setbacks from capital flood plain boundaries.  The 50-foot setback area identified in 
Mitigation Measure D-2 is protective of the 100-year flood hazard area.  By its release of all holds on the 
tentative tract map, the County Department of Public Works has affirmed that the proposed lot locations 
provide adequate buffer to ensure protection of streams and watersheds.  The advisory agency’s 
determination demonstrates that the Project is consistent with these policy goals. 

(9) Compatibility with SEA – NAP Figure 1 (Environmental Thresholds and Appropriate Levels of 
Development, pp. VI-48-49); SEA Compatibility Criteria 1-6 

As discussed above, the location of the Project within SEA No. 6 raised concerns regarding its 
compatibility with the SEA goals.  The Project has been revised to achieve consistency with the SEA 
Compatibility Criteria and the related NAP policy (see Table FEIR-3).  First, the proposed development is 
clustered into the least sensitive portions of the site – the residential lots are located near existing Cornell 
Road, and grouped close to the fire station and two homes that currently exist in the SEA.  Second, the 
proposed development in the SEA is consistent with a low intensity rural use.  The revised Project 
includes only 10 residential lots in the 172.3-acre SEA, resulting in a density of 1 unit per 17.23 acres.  
Further, the applicant will preserve rural standards by eliminating the use of street lights on Cornell Road, 
and limiting street lighting east of Cornell Road to the minimum required for safety purposes.  The 
proposed homes east of Cornell Road will also maintain a rural character by being built on large, custom 
lots and will not include sidewalks, curbs or gutters.  With these development and design limitations, the 
revised Project satisfies the SEA Compatibility Criteria, and thereby achieves consistency with the NAP 
policy designed to protect the SEA.  Impacts to endangered species have been avoided by the revised 
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project.  Additional discussion with respect to protection of biotic resources is provided above under issue 
(1) Biology and in Topical Response No. 6. 

(10) Design/landscaping Compatibility and Protection of rural features – NAP Policies IV-13, IV-18, IV-
32, VI-13 & VI-15 

The final Project will incorporate architectural and design features to achieve consistency with these 
policies, which requires that new developments be compatible with surrounding developments and the 
natural environment, and provide and protect the rural character and lifestyle features of the area.  First, 
this compatibility can be demonstrated by the use of clustered residential lots across the Property and 
adherence to rural standards for development east of Cornell Road.  Second, the applicant has 
substantially reduced grading in the revised 61-lot project and agreed to the protection of various natural 
resources across the site, including oak trees, specimen trees and heritage trees.  Third, the applicant has 
developed design guidelines and a landscape plan that ensures that the Project’s residences are compatible 
with existing surrounding developments and the natural environment.  The design guidelines and 
landscape plan are attached as Exhibits K and L respectively, to the Final EIR.  The design guidelines 
include application of rural standards:  no sidewalks, curbs or gutters would be provided, and street 
lighting would be kept at the minimum required for safety purposes.  Further, the lot sizes under the 
revised project would range from 10,000 to 79,700 square feet.  Additional details regarding preservation 
of natural features are set forth in sections 3 and 12 herein.  Accordingly, the Project achieves consistency 
with this policy because of both current and future architectural and siting features.  

(11) Buffer of drainage courses – NAP Policies IV-20 & VI-22; SEA Compatibility Criterion 6 

These NAP policies requires that new development provide adequate buffer areas to protect views and 
natural resources, including drainage courses.  The revised Project is consistent with these policies 
because the direct impacts to natural drainage courses have been eliminated.  By eliminating or re-
locating former lots 61, 62, 63, 73, 74, 75, 80 and 81, the applicant has removed the proposed residences 
which would have potentially impeded drainage courses on the east side of Cornell Road.  Accordingly, 
the revised Project removes physical barriers in areas needed for drainage courses at the Site, and is 
consistent with these policies.  

(12) Preservation of open space and recreation facilities – NAP Policies IV-8, IV-49b, VI-6 

These NAP policies support the preservation of open space, including for recreation, by dedication to 
public agencies or use of conservation easements.  The revised Project will dedicate approximately 
265.87 acres of permanent conservation open space to an appropriate public non-profit entity.  The 
reference in the Draft EIR to the open space lots being maintained by the homeowners’ association on 
pages S-1 and I-8, has been eliminated in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in 
this Final EIR).  Also, Mitigation Measure F-17 requires the project applicant to work with the 
Department of Parks and Recreation, Department Regional Planning, interested members of the 
community, the National Park Service, the City of Agoura Hills, the Santa Monica Mountains 
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Conservancy and any other jurisdictional agencies to design an alignment for the Zuma Ridge Trail that is 
protective of creek habitat and sensitive species .  However, the steep terrain and the sensitive resources 
on the project site render the proposed open space unsuitable for such recreational uses as listed in Policy 
IV-49b (i.e., staging areas for trails, campgrounds, roadside rests, public picnic areas, visitor information 
or day use facilities) and the project does not propose any such uses.  Accordingly, the revised Project is 
consistent with these policies. 

(13) Noise – NAP Policies V-24 & V-26  

These NAP policies support protection of sensitive receptors to noise.  The proposed project would result 
in significant short-term construction-related noise impacts (Draft EIR, Section III.H, page III.H-18).  
However, the project would not have any significant noise impacts once the construction phase was 
completed.  Table H-4 of the DEIR indicates that with the previously proposed project’s traffic, the 
CNEL in dB at 50 feet from the centerline of Cornell Road and Kanan Road would increase by 0.2 dB, 
which is imperceptible to the human ear.  With fewer vehicle trips generated, the revised project would 
have less of a noise impact.  Accordingly, the revised Project substantially conforms to or is consistent 
with these policies. 
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Topical Response 4: Water Quality  

Storm Water Discharge Permits.  In 1987, Congress amended the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
(also referred to as the Clean Water Act or CWA) to prohibit municipal and industrial storm water 
discharges without a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. In 1990, the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published its final regulations establishing storm 
water permit application requirements for discharges to waters of the United States from construction 
projects that disturb five acres or more.  In 1999, that permit threshold was lowered from five acres to one 
acre.  California received authorization to implement the NPDES discharge permit program in the 1970’s.  
That authority is shared between the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Boards).  Regional Boards issue individual NPDES 
permits to dischargers, but the State Water Board implements the storm water NPDES permit program.  
The Water Board has elected pursuant to that authority to adopt a statewide General Construction Storm 
Water Permit, issued most recently in 1999 (Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ), and amended in 2001 
(Resolution 2001-046).2   To obtain coverage under the General Permit, an applicant must submit to the 
Water Board a Notice of Intent, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), SWPPP Compliance 
Checklist, and appropriate fees.   

SWPPP requirements are the cornerstone of the storm water general permit.  Unlike individual permits 
that include requirements tailored to site-specific considerations, the general permit does not contain site-
specific requirements that address the water quality conditions of the waters receiving the discharge.  
Therefore, the general permit relies on permittees to ensure compliance with the conditions of the permit. 
SWPPPs are designed to allow maximum flexibility to develop storm water controls based on the 
specifics of the site.  SWPPPs include a number of structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) (e.g., 
use of inlet protection, or silt fence) and non-structural BMPs (minimizing disturbance, good 
housekeeping) to reduce polluted runoff from leaving the project site. Permittees must select BMPs at 
their construction site that will be adequate and sufficient to meet water quality standards for all pollutants 
of concern.  Thus the Water Board expects that compliance with the terms of the general permit will 
ensure compliance with water quality standards.   

TMDLS:  A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant 
that a waterbody can receive and still meet water quality standards, and an allocation of that amount to the 
pollutant's sources. Under current regulations and EPA program guidance (40 CFR §130.2 and §130.7), 
states establish TMDLs that include wasteload allocations from point sources, and load allocations from 
non-point sources and natural background conditions.  In California, the State and Regional Boards work 
with EPA to develop TMDLs for EPA approval.  Once approved, TMDLs are implemented through water 

                                              

2  On March 2, 2007 the Water Board released a Preliminary Draft General NPDES Permit for 
Construction Activities for public comment.  The Draft proposes potentially significant changes to the 
storm water general permit, but is only preliminary in nature and is likely to undergo several revisions 
before being adopted by the Water Board.  To the extent the Water Board has adopted the new permit 
before Project construction, the Project will adhere to all requirements in that new permit. 
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quality management plans and through NDPES permits.  Federal regulations (40 CFR 
§122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B)), require that NPDES permit conditions be consistent with the assumptions and 
requirements of any available wasteload allocation established in a TMDL.   This requires the Water 
Board or Regional Board to ensure that NPDES permits incorporate applicable assumptions and 
requirements specifically detailed in TMDLs.   

The Construction General Permit (CGP) requires that the discharger  determine whether an EPA approved 
or established TMDL exists that specifically addresses its discharge and if so, take necessary actions to be 
consistent with the assumptions and requirements of that approved TMDL. To make this determination, the 
discharger will need to (1) determine the waterbody into which it discharges, (2) identify if there is an 
approved TMDL for that waterbody, (3) determine if that TMDL includes specific requirements (e.g., 
wasteload allocation or load allocation) applicable to its construction site, and (4) if so incorporate those 
requirements into the SWPPP and implement necessary steps to comply with them. 

If a TMDL has been established for the waterbody where the project site will potentially discharge 
pollutants, and the TMDL indicates that it applies to construction, or storm water discharges, then the 
SWPPP must be consistent with the specific TMDL allocations. The TMDL may include details regarding 
implementation activities such as specific BMPs, specified inspections, discharge monitoring or tracking 
and reporting requirements. Where an EPA-approved TMDL has not specified a wasteload allocation for 
construction storm water discharges and has not specifically excluded these discharges, compliance with  
the general construction permit will be assumed to be consistent with the approved TMDL.  EPA assumes 
that where an approved TMDL exists that does not include a specific allocation for storm water discharges 
or for construction activities, the adherence to the approved SWPPP will be consistent with the assumptions 
and requirements of the TMDL.   

The CGP is BMP-based and therefore enforcement actions generally are based on lack of or inadequate 
BMPs.  This is the most straightforward method to prosecute violations of the permit.  It is often not 
possible to use monitoring information to prove a violation of the receiving water limitations, so most 
TMDL enforcement actions focus on violations of BMP implementation.   

Loading Assessment 

TMDLs have been established in the Malibu Creek watershed for fecal coliform bacteria and nutrients.  
The nutrient TMDLs have defined seasonal limits, where total phosphorus and total nitrogen allocations 
are set for summer, and nitrate+nitrite-nitrogen allocations are set for winter.  To estimate the effect of the 
proposed development on loading, information presented in the TMDLs were used to develop loadings 
from different land uses on a per acre basis (Tables 1 & 2). The proposed project will convert 320 acres 
from rural land (undeveloped) to low/medium clustered  residential (developed).  The relative increase in 
loading for each of the nutrients is less than 0.2% and the fecal coliform is 5%. This de minimus increased 
loading would not likely be detected in Malibu Creek since the precision level for the analytical test 
methods are higher than 10%.   



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 

 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-24 

Table 1. 
Increase in Nutrient Loading from Proposed Project 

Load Land Use 
Summer 

Total 
Phosphorus 

Summer 
Total 

Nitrogen 

Winter 
Nitrate+Nitrite-

Nitrogen 
Undeveloped 4.8 37 681 Current Watershed 

Load (lbs/day) Developed 2.6 26 324 
Undeveloped 9.17 x10-5 7.1 x10-4 0.013 Land Use Loading 

(lbs/day/acre) Developed 28.67 x10-5 28.7 x10-4 0.036 
Undeveloped 0.0293 0.2272 4.16 Project site 

loading (lbs/day) Developed 0.0917 0.9184 11.52 
Load Increase from Project (lbs/day) 0.0623 0.6912 7.36 
Relative Loading Increase for the 
watershed (%) 

0.15% 0.17% 0.2% 

 
 

Table 2. 
Increase in Fecal Coliform Loading from Proposed Project 

Load Land Use Fecal Coliform 
Undeveloped 2.71 x1015 Current Watershed 

Load (cfu/yr) Developed 9.75 x1013 
Undeveloped 5.18 x1010 Land Use Loading 

(cfu/yr/acre) Developed 1.08 x1010 
Undeveloped 1.66 x1013 Project site loading 

(cfu/yr) Developed 34.40 x1013 
Load Increase from Project (cfu/yr) 32.74 x1013 
Relative Loading Increase for the 
watershed (%) 

5.01% 
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Topical Response No. 5 – Economic Analysis 

It should be noted that none of the alternatives assessed in the EIR were rejected solely or expressly on 
the basis of economic infeasibility.  Nonetheless, the administrative record for the Project includes 
detailed economic analyses relating to the proposed project and to the alternative projects considered in 
the EIR.  These economic analyses constitute substantial evidence for the decision maker to support the 
economic feasibility of the proposed 61-unit project, and to determine whether each of the alternatives 
would be economically feasible.  The relevant information includes the Financial Feasibility Analysis of 
EIR Alternatives – Triangle Ranch Memorandum by Economics Research Associates (“ERA”), dated 
May 14, 2007, and the Triangle Ranch Net Fiscal Impact Analysis by Kosmont Companies (“Kosmont”), 
dated April 30, 2007.  These analyses are included as Appendix N in the Final EIR. 

ERA’s memorandum analyzes the financial feasibility and land value assessment of the proposed 61-unit 
project, as well as Alternatives 2 through 5 from the EIR.  The estimated market value of each project 
alternative is compared to the value of the site as unentitled open space (i.e., the “No Project” alternative).  
ERA determines a project alternative to be economically infeasible “[i]f the market value of the land for a 
development alternative is equal to, or less than value of the site as unentitled open space.”  See ERA 
Memorandum (Appendix N-2).  Based on this analysis, ERA concluded that alternatives 2 (49 lot 
development), 4 (44 lot development) and 5 (76 lot development) were all financially infeasible “due to 
the fact that their market value as entitled land is worth less than land valued as unentitled open space.”  
Alternative 3 (81 lot development) was economically feasible, but also represented a denser project than 
the 61-lot proposal.  Accordingly, the ERA analysis concluded that the 61-lot proposal represented the 
only economically feasible alternative that also addresses the decision maker’s concerns regarding 
consistency with the North Area Plan.   

The Kosmont analysis provides additional detailed cost information about the expected fiscal impacts of 
the proposed 61-lot alternative, including specific estimates of the market value of homes in the different 
development areas of the property.  This report provides baseline financial information relevant for the 
decision maker to support an assessment of both the economic feasibility and the fiscal costs and benefits 
to the County from the proposed project. 
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Topical Response No. 6– Impacts to Lyon’s Pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya 

The EIR contains extensive discussion of the Lyon’s pentachaeta (see Section III.F, pages III.F-1 through 
III.F-49.)  Additionally see Technical Appendices C-1 through C-4, and C-11.  Also, see Technical 
Appendices C-14 and C-15, for subsequent Lyon’s pentachaeta surveys conducted in 2006 and 2005, 
respectively, included in this Final EIR. 

Based upon the 2003 survey, the previously proposed 81-lot project assessed in the Draft EIR would have 
impacted 1.55 acres of Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat, or 17.6 percent of the total habitat area of 8.8 acres.  
The revised 61-lot project has been design to avoid all direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta.  Fuel 
modification has the potential to cause indirect impacts to 1.71 acres of Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat (see 
Figure FEIR-5). However, the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan (Revised), Triangle Ranch, Los 
Angeles County, prepared by Envicom Corporation and dated May 25, 2007, provides that all pentachaeta 
and dudleya habitat within the fuel modification zone would be placed within special exclusion areas 
where fuel modification activities would not be conducted.  In addition, fuel modification activities in 
areas adjacent to the pentachaeta and dudleya are substantially reduced to retain habitat support values for 
these species. Therefore, while the potential for indirect impacts to these two species in the fuel 
modification zone remains, the impacts have been substantially reduced. 

As a result of the efforts to protect Lyon’s pentachaeta on the project site, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service recently decided not to designate the project site as critical habitat for the species and found that 
the project would not jeopardize the continued existence of the species (See Appendix C-21. U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion (1-8-05-F-24) dated May 24, 2007 and 71 Fed. Reg. 66,374, 
Nov. 14, 2006 (Appendix C-19).   In reviewing information on the distribution on this plant, the Malibou 
Lake population is the easternmost known population of this plant, and is not the population on the 
project site. 

 The County believes the requirement of the endowment to manage the open space conservation area in 
the future is better addressed by inclusion of the requirement of an endowment or other funding 
mechanism in Mitigation Measure F-2, which has been renumbered F-1 in this Final EIR (see Section III, 
Corrections and Additions).  Therefore, the requirement for a funding mechanism for future management 
is included in revised and newly numbered Mitigation Measure F-1(3).  This measure now requires the 
applicant to provide financial assurances that there are sufficient funds to implement the management 
plan for the Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya on the conservation open space 
area - either through an endowment or HOA fee.. The amount of the financial assurance is to be 
determined on the basis of anticipated minimum operational cost or PARS analysis and is to include costs 
for third party oversight, if needed.   

• The applicant proposes to retain 287.77 acres as conservation open space.  Of this total, 
approximately 21.9 acres would be subject to fuel modification, leaving 265.87 acres 
retained in a natural and undisturbed condition and suitable for open space dedication.  
This open space area will be dedicated to a suitable public entity to manage the land for 
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conservation purposes in perpetuity. Revised and renumbered Mitigation Measure F-1 
provides for these measures as well as for the development of an open space management 
plan.  Mitigation Measure F-1 as revised in this Final EIR (see Section III, Corrections 
and Additions).  

Due to the life history and habitat requirements of the Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya, it is possible to retain the plants within a fuel modification zone.  Mitigation Measure F-3 was 
provided in the Draft EIR to ensure that sensitive plants are protected within the fuel modification zone.   

In particular, for Lyon’s pentachaeta, management practices in the fuel modification zone could aid in 
assuring the continued existence of this species onsite.  Habitat of this plant is characterized by a low 
percentage of total plant cover (both native and exotic plant species) and exposed soils with a microbiotic 
crust.  While sometimes characterized as a grassland species, it actually belongs to a unique herbaceous 
community that produces a low fuel load.  In working with the Fire Department, this community can be 
retained on the project site within the fuel modification zone. 

To ensure this, Mitigation Measure F-3 on page III.F-46 in the Draft EIR has been changed and 
renumbered to F-2 in Section II, Corrections and Additions, in this Final EIR. 
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 Topical Response No. 7 – Zuma Ridge Trail 

At the request of the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation, the site plan for the 
previously proposed 81-lot project assessed in the Draft EIR showed the Zuma Ridge Trail alignment along 
Medea Creek, to reflect the Department’s master plan of trails.  The applicant acknowledged that the trail 
alignment would adversely affect the creek habitat and the Lyon’s pentachaeta, and has been working with 
the Department of Parks and Recreation to find an acceptable alternate route.  However, as stated by the 
Departments of Parks and Recreation, no trail alignment can be determined at this present time.  When an 
alignment is found that is satisfactory to the applicant, the Department of Parks and Recreation, the City of 
Agoura Hills, National Parks Service and Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the trail will be further 
evaluated by all appropriate agencies consistent with project conditions.    

The Department of Parks and Recreation has submitted Comment Letter No. 44, quoted below, which 
details the Department’s currently thinking about the trail alignment and the recommended strategy for 
designing an acceptable trail alignment.  Comment Letter No. 44 reads as follows: 

The Department of Parks and Recreation has determined the Zuma Ridge Trail (a.k.a. Simi to the 
Sea Trail) easement as currently shown following Medea Creek on the West side of Cornell Rd. on 
Tentative Tract Map 52419 would not be a suitable location for this trail.  Due to Federal 
changes and restrictions brought about by the enactment of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES), the Clean water Act, the reduction to the Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL), trash and foreign matter within rivers, streams, and water courses, and non-
disturbance of riparian and significant habitat areas, is now mandated.,  As a result of these 
constraints, the Department has revised many proposed trails to locations that do no impact water 
courses as would be the case with the current Zuma Ridge Trail alignment adjacent to Medea 
Creek.  Single family residential developments south of Medea Creek have also locked off 
proposed trails connections, which restricts the Department’s ability to provide trail connectivity 
to other public agencies trails.  Current easements south of Medea Creek are also not suitable for 
either equestrian or hiking use. 

The Department is striving to ensure that the final trail realignment has coordinated with the City 
of Agoura Hill, National Park Service, and Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, and the 
Department of Regional Planning regarding the preferred trail location.  Due to the City of 
Agoura Hills not implementing a master trails plan and having not determined a final location for 
their proposed equestrian center, a final County trail alignment decision connecting to that 
proposed facility can not be made at present. 

The Department currently recommends approval of the tentative tract map with the following 
conditions before final map recordation: 

1. The Applicant shall conduct a feasibility study for the alignment of the Zuma Ridge Trail 
dedicated easement with other existing and proposed trail developments that may be 
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adjacent to or within the tract map boundaries by working with the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and Department Regional Planning, interested members of the community, the 
National Park Service, the City of Agoura Hills, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
and any other jurisdictional agencies.  The study shall identify all environmental constraints 
for the proposed Zuma Ridge Trail realignment.  The purpose of the trails feasibility study is 
to determine the best route from the trail either on or off the property. 

2. Upon completion of the feasibility study, the Applicant shall submit findings to the 
Department and the appropriate public agencies for review and comment.  The Department 
shall analyze all recommended trail realignment options and work with the Applicant on the 
most feasible option; 

3. If, based on the feasibility study, it is determined that a particular trail alignment is feasible, 
the Applicant shall design any proposed final trail realignment utilizing the Department’s 
Trails Standards after the Department’s review and comment on the feasibility study.  Prior 
to the Department’s construction of the trail, the Department will initiate the required 
environmental review process as required by CEQA and; 

4. The Applicant shall provide a payment of $60,000 payable to the Department of Parks and 
Recreation for the future construction on the trail.  This $60,000 is not based on a specific 
trail alignment, but based on the Department’s rough cost of constructing a trail for 
approximately 2 miles.  This amount may increase or decrease by 10 percent based on the 
final alignment selected.  This payment will be placed into an interest bearing account to be 
used specifically for the development of this trail. 

5. If the Applicant deeds any portion of the Open Space area to a public entity and the 
proposed final trail alignment traverses this Open Space, the Applicant shall provide a 
clause in the deed requiring the accepting public entity to comply with all regulatory 
processes and approval.  The Applicant shall also dedicate an easement for the selected trail 
route within the property boundaries where the Open Space is not transferred to a public 
agency. 

The applicant shall be required to comply with the above provisions, through the imposition of project 
conditions. 
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Topical Response No. 8 – Wildlife Corridors 

The Draft EIR recognizes that wildlife movement occurs across the property.  Medea Creek, which runs 
though the center of the site, represents an important north/south wildlife corridor for mammals, birds and 
amphibians, and also represents aquatic habitat for fish and other aquatic species.  East-west movement 
across the center of the project site may generally be characterized under existing conditions as 
moderately restricted by Kanan and Cornell Roads and the partial development along Cornell Road.  
Roads generally impede wildlife movement but do not preclude it. 

The proposed project is specifically designed to reduce impediments to wildlife movement by providing 
open space between developed areas to ensure east-west movements, as well as by elevating the building 
pads above the streambed and providing setbacks for the lots closest to Medea Creek.  A buffer zone with 
a minimum width of 50 feet separates the houses on the bluffs from the creek below.  These measures, 
combined with the extensive open space preserved on the project site, serve to minimize impacts to 
wildlife, including migratory wildlife, to less than significant levels. 

The revised project design includes development in the area between Kanan and Cornell Roads and has 
been designed not to intrude into the Medea Creek riparian area.  Furthermore, the revised project design 
maintains the existing wildlife movement pathways within the project site.       

The revised project specifically focuses the development on previously disturbed areas (approximately 
10.2 acres on the west side of Kanan Road; plus smaller areas between Kanan and Cornell Roads and on 
the east side of Cornell Road), and it has reduced the size of the project footprint.  These modifications 
reduce potential impacts to wildlife movement.  In addition, the proposed project maintains existing 
wildlife corridors on site.  These elements, with a long-term funded management plan (in perpetuity) as 
required by Mitigation Measure F-1(3) (see Section III, Corrections and Additions), will aid in 
maintaining wildlife populations on the project site.   

The project is in substantial conformance with SEA Compatibility Criterion 3 because it is designed to 
limit impacts on wildlife corridors and leave such corridors in an undisturbed and natural state.  Medea 
Creek will remain intact following project implementation (see page III.F-41).  In addition, the proposed 
project will retain a 50 foot buffer along either side of Medea Creek; the proposed lots will be separated 
topographically from the Creek; and Mitigation Measure F-8, as well as Mitigation Measures J-1 through 
J-12, regarding lighting will ensure that lots proximate to the Creek will limit impacts on the Creek and 
wildlife therein.  Furthermore, as explained in the Draft EIR, existing habitat connections to the south of 
the project site would remain largely unaffected by the project (see page III.F-43).  Although wildlife 
movement corridors are being left in an undisturbed and natural state, the Draft EIR acknowledges the 
possibility of spillover (that is, indirect) effects from the proposed project (see page III. F-44).  The 
Mitigation Measures imposed (i.e., F-1, F-2, F-4, F-5 and F-7) will reduce the extent of such effects to 
less than significant levels.   
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Commenter No. 1:  Tom Dodson, Tom Dodson & Associates, 2150 North 
Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernadino, CA 92405, April 10, 
2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this letter address 
the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 1 -1: 

Dr. Chen, my name is Tom Dodson and I have been working with the Cornell Preservation Organization 
(CPO) in their review of Tract 52419, County Project#97-178.  In response to the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) distributed last summer (2004), I submitted comments on the NOP for this project, copy attached.  
In the second paragraph of this letter, I formally requested three copies of the Draft EIR, in accordance 
with Section 15086 and 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  CPO representatives indicate that the Draft 
EIR has been released for public review, yet I have not been provided any copies or any Notice as 
required under Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  On behalf of CPO, I requested three copies 
of the Draft (for which we offered to pay reasonable fees).  I am notifying you of the failure to provide a 
copy of either the document or the Notice of Availability to my office and am formally requesting that the 
County reset the 45-day review period to coincide with distribution of these documents to my office.  It 
would be a shame for the County to proceed with the review with such a flaw in the public review process 
and have a court direct the County to go back and reissue the document for a second time as a result of a 
flaw in procedure.  I appreciate your attention to this matter and if you wish to further discuss it, please 
give me a call. 

Response: 

The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR and Technical Appendices were not initially sent directly to 
him.  Instead they were sent directly to the Cornell Preservation Organization, whom he represents.  
However, upon receipt of this comment letter an additional set of the EIR and Technical Appendices were 
sent to commenter.  The public comment period was open through the public hearings at the Regional 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors and the comment period for the revised project 
design closed on May 30, 2007. Consequently, the commenter has not been deprived of his opportunity to 
comment on the EIR and there is no need to reset the 45-day review period.   
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Comment No. 1 -2: 

The following comments are submitted on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) distributed by your agency 
for the Triangle Ranch, Project No. 97-178, Vesting Tentative Tract No. 52419, Conditional Use Permit 
No. 97-178 and Oak Tree Permit No. 97-178.  I am submitting these comments on behalf of the Cornell 
Preservation Organization (CPO), a group of local residents that live adjacent to and in the vicinity of this 
proposed project.  This proposed residential project has been under consideration for several years and 
local residents have consistently attempted to work with the applicant, currently Sage Community Group.  
CPO's objective has been to reduce the density of the proposed development so that it would be consistent 
with the surrounding land uses, which include a number of small horse ranch properties.  The applicant 
has consistently attempted to cluster development at much higher densities than the surrounding 
residential development, which creates conflicts with surrounding land uses (discussed in more detail 
below) and with the adopted Area Plan that controls land use at the project site.  This conflict with the 
community character is a major reason the CPO feels this project should be rejected. 

As listed on pages 2 and 3, the Department has essentially required a comprehensive environmental 
impact report (EIR) for the project.  The comments provided below are designed to provide the 
Department with additional detailed issues of focus in the EIR beyond the specific topics.  On behalf of 
CPO, we wish to receive copies of the Draft EIR when it is distributed (we will pay any reasonable fees).  
One hard copy and two electronic copies would be appreciated.  This is a formal request in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The issues below are discussed in the order 
discussed in the Initial Study attached to the NOP. 

Geotechnical:  Concur with the scope of the geotechnical investigation.  There are policies in the Santa 
Monica North Area Plan regarding grading in areas with steep slopes.  These policies should be examined 
as part of the geotechnical investigation, including the residual slopes. 

Flood:  Medea Creek is subject to significant flood hazards including the inclusion of substantial sediment 
from erosion.  This condition is, in effect a high mudflow condition and the potential for damage from 
this potential hazard should be added to the list of issues to be addressed in the EIR.  Relative to the 
development within the flood plain, one of the key concerns is the increase in runoff and the redirection 
of runoff downstream that will result from the proposed development.  A detailed hydrological evaluation 
of the modified drainage is needed to ensure that downstream erosion and flooding will not result from 
the proposed project’s implementation.  As Medea Creek it already deemed to be polluted, the potential 
water quality degradation associated with construction, obviously including erosion and sedimentation, 
and after development need to be examined.  A careful analysis of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
and whether the Creek has any assimilative capacity must be prepared to adequate[ly] characterize the 
physical changes in the Creek as a result of this development. 

Fire:  The tract map indicates that development north of Kanan Road may have roads too steep and be 
difficult to serve.  Adequacy of the water supply to meet fire flow requirements needs to be demonstrated.  
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The area may have inadequate water storage to meet such requirements.  An indirect effect of placing this 
project within the high fire hazard zone at the densities proposed is that a substantial fire buffer zone will 
have to be installed around the residences. This will result in converting substantial additional area to 
man-made landscape with two consequences: increased irrigated landscape and use of water and loss of 
native habitat.  It is essential that a professionally prepared fire protection plan be prepared for those areas 
exposed to high fire hazards and significant vegetative fuel loads.  Such a plan will define defensible 
space required to ensure that the structures are not placed at unreasonable risk and it may lead to redesign 
of the project due to the significant exposure to fire hazards.  This plan must be prepared as part of the 
CEQA process otherwise it could defer mitigation that could have additional significant impacts to the 
surrounding environment. 

Noise:  The finding that the project site is not located adjacent to a high noise source is inaccurate.  Kanan 
Road has a high level of traffic; generates significant hourly and 24-hour noise levels; and has very high 
noise levels associated with vehicles racing up and down the road.  Also, in contrast to most roadway 
noise sources, the greatest noise is generated on the weekends when substantial tourist traffic uses Kanan 
to access the local beaches.  Several locations of the project require a noise study to examine actual 
exposure in comparison with County Plan significance thresholds.  A forecast of future noise levels, 
cumulative with the project, also needs to be included in the EIR. 

Water Quality:  As stated above, the local creek does have water quality problems (Medea Creek) due to 
upstream development.  This project will contribute to water quality problems, both during construction 
and after the project is occupied.  It is essential that the proposed project be considered in the context of 
the Regional Board's Water Quality Control Plan and the assigned beneficial uses and water quality 
objectives for Medea Creek.  Further, it will be necessary to define the specific best management 
practices (for both construction and long-term occupancy) that will be implemented so they can be 
evaluated for both adverse impacts as mitigation measures and to define the mechanism for maintaining 
the BMPs over the long-term to ensure their continued effective function.  Failing to consider the BMPs 
would effective[ly] defer mitigation and analysis of mitigation measures which CEQA no longer permits.  
It is clear to CPO that a detailed antidegradation analysis of the project’s water quality impact on Medea 
Creek needs to be considered within this EIR. 

Air Quality:  Concur with the scope of the air quality analysis.  Two additional issues are of concern to 
CPO.  The Kanan/Highway 101 Interchange and the adjacent intersections are significantly backed-up on 
the weekends during afternoon peak hour.  As part of the project impact evaluation, the potential for 
existing CO Hotspot to occur should be examined.  Since there is no monitoring station locally, 
monitoring for CO concentrations on weekends should be included to ensure that the impact forecast for 
the project is accurate.  This project may require a zone change and as a result, consistency with 
SCAQMD’s AQMP and the SCAG’s RCPG should be considered in the EIR.   
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Biota:  Concur with the scope of the biota evaluation.  However, it should be noted that the biological 
resources on this property are very important to the species of special concern and these biota resources 
must be considered in the context of the remaining resources within the region. 

Cultural Resources: Concur with the scope of the cultural resources evaluation.  However, checklist item 
f. was checked as no impact when CPO believes that this project will have a substantial adverse effect on 
the value of Lady Face Mountain as a unique geologic feature.  The damage that this project may cause to 
Lady Face must be included in the EIR. 

Mineral Resources:  Concur with the deletion of this issue. 

Agricultural Resources:  The portion of the property located adjacent to Cornell currently serves as 
pasture land and should be considered for its agricultural value.  Use of this site will convert land being 
used for low-intensity agriculture to alternative uses.  This loss of pastoral open space should be 
considered in the EIR. 

Visual Qualities:  Concur with inclusion of issues a through c.  We also feel that the clustering of 
development creates a visual setting that is out of character (item d.) with the adjacent uses which are low 
density residential uses.  This contrast is one of the primary concerns for CPO, i.e., creating a different 
neighborhood model compared to the existing visual setting.  Such higher density clustering sets a 
precedent for our portion of the Cornell community and the visual impact of such a change needs to be 
evaluated and assessed for significance of impact.  We are hearing about the possibility of very high 
retaining wall on Lady Face and such walls could create significant visual impacts on this major scenic 
corridor adjacent to Kanan Road. 

Traffic/Access:  Traffic impacts are a major concern, but the Initial Study dismisses one of the major 
concerns we have, traffic hazards.  Project entrances onto Kanan and Cornell have very poor sight 
distance circumstances and the speed of traffic on both roads creates very significant hazards along these 
roadways. These hazards and potential design requirements or mitigation to control them are a critical 
issue to be addressed in the EIR.  This topic must be added to the scope of the EIR.  Similarly, parking for 
residences must be carefully examined.  Parking along Cornell and Kanan creates significant hazards.  
This constrains future residential activities, such as birthday, or other gatherings because there is 
insufficient parking for such events.  Thus, one can envision circumstances in the future where the typical 
residential events will lead to significant traffic hazards along these roadways. This issue needs to be 
added to the scope of the EIR. 

Sewage Disposal:  Concur with inclusion of this issue in the evaluation. 

Education:  Concur with inclusion of this issue in the evaluation. 
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Fire/Sheriff:  Concur with inclusion of this issue in the evaluation.  A key issue of concern is adequacy of 
water storage for fire flow requirements.  Another issue is availability of emergency access during 
weekend traffic jams on local roadways. 

Utilities/Other Services:  It appears that the public water supply question was checked in the wrong place.  
We have major concerns regarding overall water supply availability to the local water purveyor given the 
current State drought and are equally concerned regarding the adequacy of the local water storage and 
distribution facilities.  A detailed evaluation of this project and cumulative demand on the available water 
and infrastructure is a key issue of concern.  Under item e., please define all of the offsite utility 
infrastructure improvements that will be necessary to support this project so it can be determined what 
indirect effects may be caused by approval of the project. 

General:  We do not concur with the finding regarding “no impact" on the pattern, scale and character of 
the community.  As described above, the cluster development will conflict with the existing development 
within the Cornell/Kanan corridor and this issue needs to be fully examined as part of a policy review in 
the context of the adopted Area Plan. 

Environmental Safety:  Concur that this project does not raise significant environmental safety issues, 
with the exception of fire hazards and traffic hazard issues previously identified. 

Land Use:  The project may have substantial conflicts with the adopted Area Plan. As mentioned above, 
the primary concern is that the project cannot be developed as proposed without conflicts with various 
goals, objectives and policies of the plan.  Several of these issues relate to Hillside Management Criteria 
and related hillside development issues adjacent to Lady Face Peak.  Other issues relate to consistency of 
the proposed development with the surrounding development and the Area Plan policies.  A full 
evaluation of these policies is essential to determine whether the project is consistent with the land use 
designations.  

Population/Housing/Employment/Recreation:  Concur with the findings under this section including the 
increased demand for recreation. 

In addition to the above issues, a comprehensive evaluation of cumulative impacts should be provided in 
conjunction with this proposed project and an appropriate evaluation of alternatives should be included.  
CPO has many members with development and architectural backgrounds, and we are developing an 
alternative that will be submitted to the County for consideration in the EIR.  We have approached this 
alternative with the objective of creating a feasible project that would be consistent with and integrated 
into the local community. 

We look forward to reviewing the Draft EIR once it is distributed.  Please note that we have requested 
three copies, with at least one hard copy for review by our membership.  If you have any questions, please 
do not hesitate to give me a call. 
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Response: 

This attached comment letter is a re-submittal of the commenter’s July 14, 2004 response to the Notice of 
Preparation.  The original copy of this letter is included in Section VIII.B. of the Draft EIR.  These 
comments were taken into consideration in the preparation of the Draft EIR, which addresses and 
responds to these comments to the fullest extent possible.   



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-40 

Commenter No. 2:  Elizabeth A Cheadle, Chairperson, Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy, Ramirez Canyon Park, 5750 Ramirez Canyon 
Road, Malibu, CA 90265, April 25, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 2-1: 

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) offers the following comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Triangle Ranch project located on 320 acres at the 
eastern end of Lady Face Mountain in the Medea Creek watershed.  The comments in this letter expand 
upon the Conservancy's comments in a January 19, 1999 letter for the Live Oak Ranch project at the same 
location, and in a July 27, 2004 letter on the Notice of Preparation for this project. 

Response:  

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  Nevertheless, the 
July 27, 2004 comment letter is included in Section VIII B, Notice of Preparation and Responses, of the 
Draft EIR.  The referenced January 19, 1999 letter was not attached by the commenter for review.   

Comment No. 2-2: 

The DEIR states that the currently proposed project would result in unavoidable significant impacts to 
biological resources and visual resources, even after implementation of mitigation.  For this reason a 
meaningful alternative must be presented in the Final Environmental  Impact Report (FEIR) that modifies 
the project to provide additional avoidance of biological and visual resources.   

Response: 

As discussed in Sections I and II of this Final EIR, the proposed project has been revised in response to 
issues raised by the Department of Regional Planning staff, the Planning Commission and the public, 
concerning the previously proposed 81-lot site plan.  As currently proposed the revised 61-lot project 
design would provide 20 fewer homes than the previously proposed project described in the Draft EIR.  A 
full description of the revised project design is presented in Section II of this Final EIR.  The smaller 
project has resulted in fewer impacts to both biological and visual resources.  For example, the project 
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now avoids removal of any Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya plants, and results 
in fewer oak tree removals and encroachments.  Visually, the project’s clustering of homes will preserve 
the open-space character of the area and significant ridgelines on the property, including Ladyface 
Mountain.  

Comment No. 2-3: 

Also, it is critical that the FEIR incorporate into the proposed project, and all alternatives, the requirement 
that any ungraded open space areas be dedicated in fee title to an appropriate public entity capable of 
managing open space for resource protection and recreational use.  Long-term management of the open 
space by the homeowners' association does not provide the assurance that the open space will be 
preserved and managed adequately. 

Response: 

Of the 320.3-acre site, the applicant proposes to retain 287.77 acres as conservation open space.  Of this 
open space total, approximately 21.9 acres would be subject to fuel modification, leaving 265.87 acres 
retained in a natural and undisturbed condition and suitable for open space dedication.  These 265.87 
acres of open space will be dedicated (in fee) to a public entity as required by Mitigation Measure F-1 
(see Section III in this FEIR (Corrections and Additions)) and will not be maintained by the homeowners’ 
association.  The reference in the Draft EIR to the open space being maintained by the homeowners’ 
association on pages S-1 has been eliminated in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and 
Additions).  In addition to the dedicated open space, 2.62 acres will be preserved in landscape lots 
maintained by the homeowners’ associations, and 2.83 of natural slopes will be located within private 
lots.  There are no sensitive plant populations within private lots. 

Comment No. 2-4: 

The Conservancy also emphasizes that although a project may be consistent with the number of housing 
units as prescribed by the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, it is ultimately the project footprint 
that has direct bearing on the degree of environmental impacts, specifically related to biological 
resources.  The project may be consistent with the number of units prescribed by the North Area Plan and 
slope density formula (DEIR, p. III.K-4).  Notably, however, the project is inconsistent with 24 goals and 
policies of the North Area Plan (DEIR, pp. III.K-13 to 38), ultimately rendering the project overall 
inconsistent with this plan.  Why should a project applicant have a "right" to develop the maximum 
number of units, when the project would (1) be overwhelmingly inconsistent with numerous other aspects 
to that plan and (2) result in multiple unavoidable significant impacts.  A large open space dedication 
offsets some habitat impacts, but in no way automatically makes sense out [sic] a proposed project that is 
incompatible with a site's terrain and natural resources.  The discussion of project alternatives must focus 
on the area of impact as much as it does the number of units. 
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Response: 

The revised project design reduces the density on the project site to 61 homes, or one home per 5.25 
acres.  In comparison, the previously proposed 81-lot project would have had a density of one home per 
3.95 acres.  Additionally, the revised project design “footprint” of approximately 27.39 acres reduces the 
48.6-acre “footprint” of the previously proposed project by 21.21 acres.  As currently designed, the 27.39 
-acre development area of the revised 61-lot project occupies approximately 8.5 percent of the project 
site.  The revised project’s smaller footprint is accompanied by a reduction in impacts to both the terrain 
and natural resources. 

With respect to the revised project’s consistency with the 24 goals and policies of the North Area Plan, 
see Topical Response No.3.  It should also be noted that the EIR does not state that the project applicant 
has a "right" to develop the maximum number of units; nor have the decisionmakers approved the project.   

Lastly, the discussion of project alternatives focuses on both the area of impact and the number of units.  
The discussion of each alternative includes a description of the alternative, including the number and 
location of all the housing units and the footprint of disturbance.  The discussion identifies the 
environmental concerns each alternative has been designed to address, and the analysis examines each 
environmental impact area discussed in the EIR, and compares the extent to which each alternative 
reduces impacts to the impact of the previously proposed project.  A comparison of the revised project 
with each alternative is provided in Section II of this Final EIR. Comment No. 2-5: 

A flaw of the North Area Plan is that the direct impacts of a unit are not at all defined.  The North Area 
Plan does not provide specific "flat pad sizes" by right per "unit."  The spatial impact range of a unit 
(house and landscaping) can range from 7,500 square feet to 2.5 acres in nearby Santa Monica Mountains 
subdivisions.  If there are extensive equestrian facilities, orchards, or vineyards, then the footprint impact 
can exceed 10 acres per unit.  If the applicant's project objective includes "per unit disturbance footprints" 
that far exceed the enumerated constraints of the land, that should be the applicant's dilemma.  Market 
conditions that define maximum profits for the applicant via lots and pads of a certain size should not 
determine the final project footprint. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opinions about flaws in the North Area Plan and the spatial impact range of 
other housing units elsewhere in the Santa Monica Mountains, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, for the purpose of clarification, the revised project does not 
involve extensive equestrian facilities, orchards, or vineyards.   

Furthermore, the revised project design would have a grading footprint of approximately 27.39 acres, plus 
and additional area of 23.22 acres would be subject to fuel modification required by the Fire Department 
(including 1.32 acres of off-site fuel modification).  In total, an area of approximately 50.61 acres would 
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be disturbed.  This results in an average per unit disturbance area of 0.84 acres (including fuel 
modification), not 2.5 or 10 acres of per unit disturbance that the comment indicates occurs in other 
nearby Santa Monica Mountains subdivisions.     

The remaining portion of this comment states an opinion regarding the way market conditions ought to 
be.   As the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration.   

Comment No. 2-6: 

The subject property is the dominant ownership within a major gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area.  Existing residential development in some areas in the vicinity does not 
eliminate this role of the property. The project areas on both sides of Kanan Road provide wildlife habitat 
that is integral to 1,000-plus-acre blocks of roadless (paved) habitat.  Thus, the project provides an 
important, and continually eroding, east-west habitat linkage network across Kanan Road.  A review of an 
aerial photograph of the area clearly depicts this open space connection.  The DEIR inference that two-
lane roads eliminate wildlife movement is counteracted by reams of tracking data. 

Response: 

The proposed project is designed to allow for appropriate development on the project site coupled with a 
commitment to substantial open space conservation.  The project will contribute up to 287.77 acres 
toward regional conservation efforts, with approximately 21.9 acres of that total subject to fuel 
modification. Also, no development will occur within 100 feet of Medea Creek so the project will not 
impede wildlife movement through the creek.  Existing habitat connections to open space south of the 
project, where most of the onsite wildlife movement is concentrated due to development to the north and 
the US 101 Freeway, would remain largely unaffected by the project, as will the Liberty Canyon wildlife 
movement corridor to the east.  Roads generally impede wildlife movement but do not preclude it.  
Therefore, the tracking data referred to in this comment and the discussion in the DEIR are not considered 
to be inconsistent. 

Comment No. 2-7: 

As part of the Malibu Creek watershed, runoff from the site has a direct impact on water quality within 
the Malibu Creek aquatic communities, including the steelhead trout fishery.  The site also contains the 
two easternmost known populations of the State and federally-listed Lyon's pentachaeta wildflower. 

Response: 
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The DEIR recognizes and addresses potential water quality impacts.  The proposed project has been 
designed to address water quality issues and mitigate impacts both during and post construction, as 
described in Section III.E, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR also discusses the presence of 
Lyon’s pentachaeta and efforts to protect the species on site.  As a result of the efforts to protect Lyon’s 
pentachaeta on site, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recently decided not to designate the project site as 
critical habitat for the species.  See 71 Fed. Reg. 66,374, Nov. 14, 2006 (Appendix C-19). The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service has also provided an opinion that the proposed project would not jeopardize the 
continued existence of the species.  See U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion (1-8-05-F-24), 
May 24, 2007 (see Appendix C-21). In reviewing information on the distribution of this plant, the 
Malibou Lake population is the easternmost known population, and is not the population on the project 
site.   

The Draft EIR contains extensive discussion of the Lyon’s pentachaeta (see Section III.F of the Draft 
EIR, pages III.F-1 through III.F-49.)  Additionally see Technical Appendices C-1 through C-4, and C-11.  
Also, see Technical Appendices C-14 and C-15, for subsequent Lyon’s pentachaeta surveys conducted in 
2006 and 2005, respectively, included in this Final EIR.  For further discussion of the Lyon’s pentachaeta, 
see Topical Response No. 6.   

Comment No. 2-8: 

According to the DEIR (p. III.I-1), the most dramatic feature of the project site is Ladyface Mountain, 
which forms the western portion of the project site.  The project site located between Kanan Road and 
Cornell Road supports Medea Creek, which is a perennial creek supporting a willow riparian forest and 
an important wildlife corridor (DEIR, p. III.F-17).  The project site east of Cornell Road is contained 
within Los Angeles County's Significant Ecological Area (SEA) # 6 (Figure II-9).  In addition, the Santa 
Monica Mountains North Area Plan identifies Kanan/Dume Road as a particularly significant scenic route 
and considers Cornell Road as "with scenic qualities" (DEIR, p. III.I-6). 

The primary public policy objective to be pursued in this both ecologically and visually sensitive area 
should be to maximize the preservation of open space, key ecological resources, and primary viewsheds.  
This gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains is an integral element of the Public Trust. 

Response: 

The first portion of this comment restates information presented in Section III.I (Visual Qualities) of the 
Draft EIR.  This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, 
the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for 
their review and consideration. 

The second portion of the comment expresses an opinion that the primary public policy objective should 
be to maximize the preservation of open space, key ecological resources, and primary viewsheds. This 
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opinion does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in 
the Draft EIR. Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the DEIR analyzed all 
of these issues, and the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-9: 

The project consists of the subdivision of the 320.3-acre project site into 81 single-family residential lots, 
four landscape lots, and five open space lots.  The development area would be confined to approximately 
48.6 acres, with retention of approximately 271.7 acres of open space (p. S-1).  Of this 271.7 acres of 
open space, approximately 260 acres would remain natural and in an undisturbed condition (p. S-20), with 
approximately 10 acres of fuel modification and one acre for a trail. 

Response: 

The comment accurately describes the previously proposed project assessed in the Draft EIR. The revised 
project design consists of the subdivision of the 320.3-acre project site into 61 single-family residential 
lots, six landscape lots, five open space lots, two debris detention lots and one desilting basin lot.  The 
grading footprint would be confined to approximately 27.39 acres.  Approximately 287.77 acres (or 90 
percent of the site) would be placed under an open space conservation easement as required by Mitigation 
Measure F-1 (see Section III (Corrections and Additions).  Of this open space total, approximately 21.9 
acres would be subject to fuel modification (see Mitigation Measure F-2 (see Section III (Corrections and 
Additions)), leaving approximately 265.87 acres to be dedicated (in fee) to a public entity.  

Comment No. 2-10: 

The project would result in significant unavoidable environmental impacts relative to biological resources 
(Lyon's pentachaeta, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, loss of habitat for sensitive species, encroachment 
into SEA), visual qualities (i.e., scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character), and other 
environmental resources, even after implementation of mitigation (pp. S-2, S-17, S-19). 

Response: 

The revised project avoids direct impacts to all onsite populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta, and limits 
potential indirect impacts due to fuel modification to an area of 1.71 acres. With respect to the Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya, the revised project would avoid direct impacts to this species, and limits 
indirect impacts to 0.22 acres. Indirect impacts to both species would be mitigated to less than significant 
levels by implementation of the Habitat Management Plan and Fuel Modification Plan (see revised 
Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-4, Section III, Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR. Also, see 
Response to Comment No. 2-7. 
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With respect to loss of habitat for other sensitive species, the revised project would have no direct impacts 
to Linear-Leaved Golden Bush, Cloak Fern, Nevin’s Brickellia, Redshank and Coville’s Lip Fern.  In 
addition, the revised project retains 287.77 acres, or approximately 90 percent of the entire project site, 
including 96.8 percent of the SEA located within the project area, as conservation open space.  Of this 
total, approximately 21.9 acres would be subject to fuel modification, leaving 265.87 acres retained in a 
natural and undisturbed condition and suitable for open space dedication.   

While the smaller footprint will reduce visual impacts, the revised project does not reduce the visual 
quality impacts identified in the Draft EIR to a less than significant level. 

Comment No. 2-11: 

There can be no public policy objective that justifies the approval of the currently proposed project, given 
the number and extent of significant impacts to environmental resources that would result, even after 
implementation of mitigation.  Some of the project components and mitigation measures are valuable and 
should be implemented to help reduce significant impacts to environmental resources (e.g., lighting 
restrictions, native landscaping).  However, the basic issue is that without a reduction in the project 
footprint, the effects are not mitigated to a less than significant level.  The Conservancy recommends an 
alternative be considered in the FEIR that provides a full east-west habitat linkage/wildlife corridor, 
avoidance of impacts to sensitive plant species, and inclusion of adequate riparian buffers.  Specifically, 
the Conservancy recommends a modified version of Alternative 4 presented in the DEIR. 

Response: 

The revised project is specifically designed to reduce impediments to wildlife movement by providing 
open space between developed areas to ensure east-west movements (e.g, Lots 25 and 46), as well as 
providing both vertical and horizontal separation by elevating the building pads above the streambed and 
providing setbacks of 50 feet for the lots closest to Medea Creek (i.e. Lots 35-45). These measures, 
combined with the extensive open space preserved on the project site, serve to minimize impacts to 
wildlife corridors. 

The EIR does not articulate a public policy objective that justifies the approval of the proposed project.  
The revised project design (described in detail in Section II of this Final EIR) presents a reduced 
development footprint that reduces project impacts (see Response to Comment No.2-2).   

Comment No. 2-12: 

Alternative 4 consists of a reduced project footprint, with a total of 44 lots.  Alternative 4 would avoid 
nearly all areas where Lyon's pentachaeta are found onsite, although fuel modification impacts may occur 
(p. V-38, 39).  Impacts to Santa Monica Mountains dudleya are eliminated.  This alternative reduces 
impacts to tributary M east of Kanan Road.  Visual impacts from Kanan Road and Cornell Road are also 
reduced. 
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The Conservancy recommends that the project footprint shown in Alternative 4 between Kanan Road and 
Cornell Road be reduced or eliminated.  Although Alternative 4 has reduced the number of units in this 
area from 10 to six homes, the footprint is only minimally reduced.  This area is particularly important 
because it provides an east-west wildlife movement/habitat linkage, because it allows north-south wildlife 
movement, and because of the presence of the rich riparian habitat in Medea Creek.  This area is also key 
for the viewsheds along Kanan Road and Cornell Road.  Really any homes in this area would result in 
unacceptable viewshed impacts. 

Response: 

Alternative 4 has a grading footprint of 29.93 aces; the currently proposed revised project has a grading 
footprint of 27.39 acres.  In terms of total area of disturbance, the revised project would impact 
approximately 2.5 fewer acres than would Alternative 4.  The revised project would provide 17 more 
homes than Alternative 4; however, in his testimony to the Regional Planning Commission on September 
20, 2006, Mr. Edelman of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy indicated that the project’s impacts 
were due to the disturbance footprint, not the number of units.   

The revised project will have no direct impacts on either Lyon’s pentachaeta or Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya (see Responses to Comment Nos. 2-7 and 2-10). Indirect impacts due to fuel modification are 
mitigated to a less than significant level by the implementation of the  Habitat Management Plan and Fuel 
Modification Plan (see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-4, Section III, Corrections and 
Additions) of this FEIR.  Compared to the previously proposed project, the revised project reduces both 
the number of units and the project footprint, reducing visual impacts. However, compared to Alternative 
4, the revised project increases visual impacts in the development area between Kanan and Cornell Roads. 
The revised project proposes to develop only 10 percent of the project site.  The revised project is also 
specifically designed to reduce impediments to wildlife movement by providing open space between 
developed areas to ensure east-west movements, as well as providing both vertical and horizontal 
separation between the lots closest to Medea Creek and no development within 50 feet of the Creek.  
These measures, combined with the extensive open space preserved on the project site, serve to minimize 
impacts to wildlife corridors.  Approximately 90 percent of the project site, or 287.77 acres, would be 
designated as conservation open space.  Of this total, approximately 21.9 acres would be subject to fuel 
modification, leaving 265.87 acres retained in a natural and undisturbed condition and suitable for open 
space dedication.  The fuel modification zone would be managed to protect sensitive species and would yield 
additional conservation benefits.  There will be no impact to drainage “M.” 

Comment No. 2-13: 

If any units are permitted in this area between Kanan Road and Cornell Road, the development must be 
centered on the plateau and clustered more towards Kanan Road.  The footprint should be located outside 
of the 50-foot flood hazard setback from Medea Creek capital floodplain boundary.  (The currently 
proposed project is within the required 50-foot flood hazard setback from Medea Creek capital floodplain 
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boundary [p. III.K-14].)  Buffers on the order of 200 feet to riparian habitat are preferable to assure the 
protection of those riparian resources.  The FEIR should clearly state how far the edge of the direct 
development disturbance footprint (including fences and lights) will be from the edge of the riparian 
habitat in Medea Creek.  The Conservancy recommends that the County only approve a project on the 
order of the magnitude of this modified Alternative 4. 

Response: 

If by “plateau” the comment refers to the disturbed portion of the project site proposed for Lots 35-45, the 
analysis in the Draft EIR notes that this area consists of a partly graded “knob” capped by artificial fill to 
a depth of approximately 15 feet (page III.A-6).  The proposed development footprint of the revised 
project design on the “plateau” is raised above Medea Creek and the riparian area, and is outside of the 
50-foot flood hazard setback from the 100-year Medea Creek flood hazard area (see Figure III.D-3) of the 
Draft EIR.  Contrary to the comment, the EIR text on page III.K-14 does not state that the proposed 
project is within the required 50-foot flood hazard setback from Medea Creek capital floodplain 
boundary.  Rather, the text states “although no buildings will be constructed within the required 50-foot 
flood hazard setback from the Medea Creek capital flood plain boundary, this setback is not considered a 
sufficient buffer to protect natural streams and drainages.” For the revised project the distance between 
the edge of the grading footprint and the riparian habitat (i.e., forest/scrub) varies from approximately 30 
feet horizontally and 15 feet vertically (behind and below of Lot 38) to approximately 120 feet 
horizontally and 40 feet vertically (below the Lot 41 building pad elevation).  The comment that buffers 
on the order of 200 feet to riparian habitat are preferable and the recommendation that the County only 
approve a project on the order of the magnitude of Alternative 4 will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration.   

Comment No. 2-14: 

The DEIR (p. V-43) states that Alternative 4 would not meet the applicant's goal of developing 81 homes.  
In this case, let the applicant build 81 homes in the footprint described by our above-recommended 
footprint.  The DEIR also states that the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy Alternative (from the 
Conservancy's January 19, 1999 letter) was rejected because it failed to achieve some of the project 
objectives.  The FEIR must clarify which objectives were not met under the Conservancy's recommended 
alternative if that dismissal by the applicant is to have any meaning. 

Response: 

The revised project design would develop 61 homes within a development area of 27.39 acres, which is 
approximately 21.21 acres less than the development area assessed for the previously proposed project 
and 2.5 acres less than Alternative 4.  In addition, the Conservancy has stated publicly that it is not the 
number of homes that is the issue but rather footprint of disturbance (see Response to Comment No. 2-
12).  Nevertheless, the comment that the applicant should build the homes in the Conservancy’s 
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recommended footprint will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 

On January 19, 1999, the Conservancy suggested an alternative to a 132-unit single-family subdivision 
proposed for the project site at that time.  That 132-unit subdivision is not the project currently under 
consideration.  The alternative submitted by the Conservancy does not address the proposed project and 
therefore is no longer relevant.  Nevertheless, in response to the comment, the Conservancy’s 1999 
suggested alternative of 58-unit single-family homes was rejected by the applicant because it did not meet 
the project’s primary objective at that time, which was to develop 132 single-family homes.   

Comment No. 2-15: 

The only alternative project that meets all of the major avoidance objectives of park agencies is that 
proposed by the Cornell Preservation Organization (CPO).  CPO's alternative clusters all development in 
the northwest project corner while preserving a key oak-lined drainage along the concerned northern 
project boundary.  Most importantly it recognizes the need to pull all development out of both the 
Significant Ecological Area and the visually and ecologically sensitive area between Cornell and Kanan 
Roads.   

Response: 

This comment expresses opinions about the objectives of park agencies, but does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a 
response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the project applicant has reviewed the 
development proposal submitted by the CPO and after careful consideration has rejected the alternative 
since it does not meet the objective of providing high-quality housing for local and area residents to meet 
existing and future needs of those desiring to live in the Santa Monica Mountains and to help alleviate the 
severe housing shortage in the greater Los Angeles region.  In addition, the CPO alternative is rejected 
because it is not consistent with the density (i.e., 81 homes) permitted on the project site by the existing 
land use designations of the North Area Plan.  A copy of the CPO alternative is included in Appendix R.   
The comment is acknowledged for the record, however, and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-16: 

If the FEIR analysis rejects any environmentally superior alternatives as economically infeasible, that 
analysis must also specifically define the threshold that in turn would make each of these reduced projects 
feasible.  If the environmentally superior alternative in the FEIR is not designed to be feasible by the 
applicant, the FEIR analysis should specifically state what changes would have to be made to that 
alternative to make it "feasible."  Some threshold point of economic feasibility must exist between the 
proposed project and the environmentally superior alternative.  That threshold is arbitrary unless 
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supported by a project-specific independent economic analysis, with clear statements of the assumptions 
used in the analysis.  Any other conclusion by the County is flawed based on total absence of data. 

Response: 

None of the alternatives assessed in the DEIR were rejected solely or expressly on the basis of economic 
infeasibility.  Nonetheless, the administrative record for the Revised Project includes detailed economic 
analyses relating to the proposed project and to the alternative projects considered in the EIR.  These 
economic analyses constitute substantial evidence for the decision maker to support the economic 
feasibility of the proposed 61-unit project, and to determine whether each of the alternatives would be 
economically feasible.  The relevant information includes the Financial Feasibility Analysis of EIR 
Alternatives – Triangle Ranch Memorandum by Economics Research Associates (“ERA”), dated May 14, 
2007, and the Triangle Ranch Net Fiscal Impact Analysis by Kosmont Companies (“Kosmont”), dated 
April 30, 2007.  These analyses are included as Appendix N in the Final EIR.  The commenter is referred 
for additional information to Topical Response No. 5 – Economic Analysis. 

The analyses in the Draft EIR identified Alternative 4 as the environmentally superior alternative.  
Alternative 4 was not rejected because of economic or any other infeasibility (see Section V of the Draft 
EIR, page V-60).   

Comment No. 2-17: 

The DEIR states that the project proposes the permanent retention of the open space to be maintained by 
the homeowners' association (HOA) and/or dedicated to a public agency acceptable to the County of Los 
Angeles (p. S-2).  Long-term management of the open space by the HOA does not provide the assurance 
that the open space will be preserved and managed adequately.  Homeowners' associations often have 
multiple objectives that may conflict with and trump the goal of preservation of the biological resources 
of the site, and the HOA may not have the expertise (e.g., biological) to manage the site.   

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 2-3. 

Comment No. 2-18: 

All FEIR development alternatives and the preferred alternative must also include a fee title dedication of 
all remaining open space outside of fuel modification zones to an appropriate public entity capable of 
managing open space for resource protection and recreational use.  The Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority (MRCA), the Conservancy's joint powers partner, would be an appropriate entity 
to accept this dedication.  The landscape lots (shown on Figure I-6), however, should be dedicated to the 
HOA.  All fuel modification zones should also have a conservation easement placed over them to prevent 
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future encroachment.  Such easements should be in the favor of both the County and the park agency 
holding title to the open space. 

Response: 

With the exception of Alternative 1, No Project, and Alternative 2, Large Lot Alternative, there are 
opportunities for each of the Alternatives assessed in the Draft EIR to include a fee title dedication of the 
open space.  As currently proposed, the open space would be preserved by an open space easement.  The 
remaining open space outside of the fuel modification zone would be dedicated (in fee) to a public entity. 
The revised project provides for dedication and management of the open space conservation easement. 
The remaining conservation open space outside of the fuel modification zne would be dedicated in fee to 
a public entity. (See Mitigation Measures  F-1 through F-16 (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)).  
There would be no public open space dedication under Alternative 2, although in specific areas where 
sensitive plants occur, some form of deed restrictions would be required to protect the resources.  Under 
the revised proposed project, the landscaped lots would be retained as private open space to be maintained 
by the homeowners’ association.  Theoretically, the same could be true for those alternatives that include 
common landscape lots.  . The fuel modification zones will be maintained by the HOA.   The project’s 
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions and bylaws will require the HOA to annually fund and hire a firm 
to implement the project specific maintenance activities defined in the Fuel Modification Plan approved 
by the Los Angeles County Fire Department.  Due to the presence of sensitive biological resources, these 
activities will only occur under the supervision of a qualified biologist.  Prior to brush clearance activities, 
written notice will be provided to the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning and 
California Department of Fish and Game biologists. 

Comment No. 2-19: 

The following prohibited uses in the dedicated open space should be added to the existing list (DEIR, p. 
III.F-47): development, structures, roads, grading, mineral extraction, grazing, vineyards, agricultural 
operations, planting of non-native vegetation, fencing (other than used for habitat restoration), lighting, 
fuel modification, and utilities (other than what is allowed under current utility easements).  The FEIR 
should specify that allowed uses in this dedicated open space include trails (no greater than four-feet-
wide) and habitat restoration. 

Response: 

The list of restricted open space uses in the Draft EIR on page III.F-47 has been changed in the Final EIR 
(see Section III, Corrections and Additions) to include the following additional restrictions: roads, 
grading, mineral extraction, grazing, vineyards, agricultural operations, planting of non-native vegetation, 
fencing (other than used for habitat restoration) and lighting.  The following suggested restrictions have 
not been included in the changes: 1) structures (already restricted by Mitigation Measure F-4-5; 2) 
utilities (some new utility easements, such as sewer lines, are proposed to be located in open space areas; 
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3) fuel modification (the proposed 287.77 acres of on-site open space includes an area of approximately 
21.9 acres of fuel modification).   

Habitat restoration would be an allowed use in the proposed open space.  Restricting trail widths to no 
more than four feet is not practical, given the Department of Parks and Recreations requirement for a 20-
foot easement for the development of the Zuma Ridge Trail.  

Comment No. 2-20: 

The edge effects of a large, new subdivision with a large public open space dedication at the suburban 
interface warrants ranger patrol and ecological stewardship by a public agency.  An annual contribution of 
$10,000 (with an inflation adjustor) would be necessary to adequately maintain any proposed open space 
dedication on the subject property.  Two mechanisms to provide this maintenance funding include a non-
wasting endowment set up by the developer over a specific period of time on a property assessment.  To 
our knowledge, a Community Facilities District (CFD) is the optimal method for such a funding source.  
The Conservancy's joint powers entity, the MRCA, can be the entity that forms, administers, and benefits 
from the CFD.  Such a CFD should also fund the recommended annual payment to manage the Lyon's 
pentachaeta, in addition to the $10,000 annual open space management budget. 

This letter officially notifies the County that the Conservancy, or the MRCA would accept the open space 
dedication from a project approved on this property if it is accompanied by the above identified 
permanent maintenance funding. 

Response: 

This comment expresses the Conservancy’s willingness to accept the open space dedication and indicates 
its desire for an annual contribution of $10,000 in addition to the recommended Lyon’s pentachaeta 
endowment provided for in Mitigation Measure F-1.  The negotiation of such an annual contribution is an 
economic issue between the project proponent and the Conservancy.  CEQA does not treat economic 
issues as significant effects on environment (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Therefore, a response 
is not required pursuant to CEQA. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-21: 

The DEIR demonstrates that the project is inconsistent with 24 goals and policies of the Santa Monica 
Mountains North Area Plan (pp. III.K-13 to 38), and it is incompatible with several SEA Compatibility 
Criteria (p. S-30).  The DEIR states that these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by 
the project's approval of the Regional Planning Commission.  The Conservancy respectfully disagrees 
with the conclusion in the DEIR that the approval by the Planning Commission constitutes mitigation that 
would reduce the level of those impacts to less than significant, no matter how many times the Regional 
Planning Commission voted.  The inconsistencies/incompatibilities would remain.  The project should be 
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modified to reduce the level of those impacts.  The FEIR must also clearly state which land use impacts 
would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Response: 

Neither CEQA nor the Guidelines set forth any specific standard for determining when a project is 
inconsistent with an applicable plan, but the final determination that a project is inconsistent with an 
applicable plan must be made by the agency responsible for approving the project. Courts will defer to an 
agency's decision on consistency with its own plans unless, based on evidence before the decision-making 
body, a "reasonable person" could not have found the project to be consistent, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los 
Angeles, 196 Cal.App.3d 223 (1987); Mitchell v. County of Orange, 165 Cal.App.3d 1185 (1985). A 
project need not completely satisfy general plan policies that allow discretion in interpretation and 
application, OPR, State of California General Plan Guidelines (2003); Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Ass'n 
v. City of Oakland, 23 Cal.App.4th 704 (1993). Under the Subdivision Map Act, subdivisions need only 
be in overall agreement or harmony with the general plan, Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles, 153 
Cal.App.3d 391 (1984).  The proper role of the EIR is to set forth the proposed project's conflicts with the 
general plan and relate them to the discussion of the environmental impacts, with the ultimate 
determination of consistency to be made by the decision-making body, which, for the proposed project, is 
the Regional Planning Commission. The analysis in the Draft EIR sets forth these conflicts so that the  
“Los Angeles Board of Supervisors?” may determine whether the proposed project is consistent with the 
North Area Plan.  The analysis in the Draft EIR properly relates the conflicts to the environmental 
impacts and provides cross-references to Sections III.A, III.C, III.E, III.F, III.G, III.H, III.I, III.J and III.L 
of the Draft EIR where further detailed discussions of, and appropriate mitigations for, the environmental 
impacts are found.   

With respect to the revised project design’s consistency with goals and policies of the Santa Monica 
Mountains North Area Plan and with the SEA Compatibility Criteria, see Topical Response 3. 

Comment No. 2-22: 

The Conservancy supports the idea of providing a Zuma Ridge Trail dedication as part of the project. 
However, some issues need to [be] resolved in the FEIR.  The FEIR must assess the impacts to Medea 
Creek from construction of the trail.  If those impacts are significant, alternative alignments should be 
proposed, without the trail being directly next to the traffic along Kanan Road.  The FEIR must explain 
where the trail would connect to existing trails.  A strong complementary alternative is to locate a trail on 
the east side of Cornell Road.   

Response: 

The preliminary alignment of the Zuma Ridge Trail on the tentative tract map reflects the Los Angeles 
County Department of Parks and Recreation’s proposed alignment for the trail, as shown on the County’s 
Master Plan of Trails.  The project applicant has indicated an interest in working with the Los Angeles 
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County Department of Parks and Recreation and local citizen groups to develop an acceptable trail 
alignment that does not affect Medea Creek.  See Topical Response No. 7. 

Comment No. 2-23: 

All FEIR development alternatives that include more than 20 units should require the applicant to 
construct the trail, rather than have the public entity accepting the trail absorb those costs on behalf of the 
developer. 

Response: 

The revised project design proposes to dedicate to the County of Los Angeles a 20-foot easement for the 
Zuma Ridge Trail; however, the project does not propose to construct the trail.  The Los Angeles County 
Department of Parks and Recreation would be responsible for the trail’s construction.  For further 
discussion, see Topical Response No. 7. 

Comment No. 2-24: 

All springs or seeps on the project site, regardless of size (e.g., on the project site west of Kanan Road, 
near lots 17 and 18), should be identified in the FEIR. 

Response: 

Onsite seeps are shown in the Draft EIR on Figure III.F-2. No springs were identified on the project site. 

Comment No. 2-25: 

The FEIR appears deficient for not addressing how the proposed trail alignments would result in a loss of 
Lyon's pentachaeta.  The FEIR must demonstrate that all proposed trail alignments are physically feasible 
and that they can 100 percent avoid any direct or indirect impacts to this Federally listed species.  The 
avoidance of indirect impacts requires the provision of adequate spatial buffers or locating the trail within 
a soil-vegetation regime where the species never occurs. 

Response: 

At the request of the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation, the site plan has shown 
the Zuma Ridge Trail alignment along Medea Creek.  The applicant acknowledges that the current trail 
alignment would adversely affect the creek habitat and the Lyon’s pentachaeta, and has been working 
with the Department of Parks and Recreation to find an acceptable alternate route that would not impact 
the creek and sensitive species.  When an alignment is found that is satisfactory to the applicant, the 
Department of Parks and Recreation, the City of Agoura Hills, National Parks Service and Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy, the site plan will be revised to show the agreed upon trail.  See Topical 
Response No. 7 
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The list of mitigation measures on page in Section III.F, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR is 
changed in this Final EIR (see Section III, Corrections and Additions) to add the conditions of approval 
suggested by the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation’s Comment Letter (No. 44) 
with respect to selecting a trail alignment that will not impact creek habitat or Lyon’s pentachaeta. 

Comment No. 2-26: 

The FEIR must include both full disclosure and analysis about the extent of un-permitted grading that has 
occurred recently and historically on all portions of the site.  The FEIR must describe what courses of 
action the County can take on remedying these grading sites.  The FEIR must also address whether or not 
the average slope on the site is substantially reduced because the grading has created artificially level 
terrain.   

Response: 

Previous grading on the project site is not part of the proposed project.  Nevertheless, the analyses 
contained in the Draft EIR identify the location and purpose of the previous grading (see pages II-10 and 
III.A-6 and 7).  According to those analyses the canyon fill in question is a former disposal and borrow 
area, the depth of which increased and decreased over the past several decades.  Research regarding the 
site’s natural topography, including review of prior USGS maps, has been inconclusive due to the 
historical nature of the prior disposal and borrow area (see Draft EIR, page III.A-2).  Lastly, the comment 
incorrectly describes the disturbed area as “level terrain”.  As shown in the Draft EIR in Photograph G, 
Figure II-5, although substantially disturbed this area is not level terrain. 

Comment No. 2-27: 

The FEIR should include the County's permanent deed restriction of Caleta Road as part of the project, or 
a requirement for a conservation easement over this unbuilt road easement. 

Response: 

The boundary of the tentative tract map follows along the westerly edge of the existing 40-foot wide 
right-of-way for Caleta Road, which is identified by Los Angeles County as a “Future Street”.  Therefore, 
Caleta Road is not a part of the project site nor a part of the project.  However, the project includes an 
offer of an additional 12 feet of right-of-way for dedication to the County for Caleta Road, along the 
westerly edge of the existing right-of-way, as required by the County Department of Public Works, Land 
Development Division.  Usually, the offer of dedication will not be accepted by the County if road 
improvements are not constructed.  However, in this case since there is existing right-of-way without 
street improvements meeting the County standards, and no direction or substantial need to build Caleta 
Road, it might be possible to reserve the proposed dedication as a conservation easement.  The County 
Department of Public Works would have to agree to it, however, since the right-of-way could ultimately 
be their property and a conservation easement would restrict their rights to improve it.   
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Comment No. 2-28: 

In summary, the Conservancy stresses that the FEIR must include a modified Alternative 4, to reduce 
significant biological and visual impacts.  The FEIR must require that the project and all alternatives 
include a fee title open space deed to an appropriate public entity capable of managing open space for 
resource protection and recreational use, such as MRCA.   

Response: 

The revised project design can be considered a modified Alternative 4 (see Response to Comment No. 2-
12).   

With respect to the dedication of open space, see Responses to Comments No. 2-3 and 18. 
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Commenter No. 3 Cornell Preservation Organization PO Box 1875 
Cornell, CA 91301, April 25, 2005  

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this letter address 
the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR.. 

Comment No. 3-1: 

The proposed Triangle DEIR identifies numerous instances where it does not meet the policies and 
requirements of the polices and requirements of the North Area Plan.  In most cases Alternative #6 
eliminates these discrepancies. 

In many other ways the DEIR maintains that the project is in “substantial conformance” to the North Area 
Plan. 

In CPO’s view, many of these “substantial conformity” evaluations are highly debatable: However here 
we address only those violations acknowledged by the DEIR. 

North Area Plan Goals/policies. 

IV-1 (CPO alternative will...) significantly reduce intrusion upon large unbroken blocks of natural open 
space. 13.02 acres of disturbed area vs. 46.8 acres in the Triangle plan. 

IV-36, Vl-2 Will not result in impacts upon existing endangered and sensitive plant species. 

IV-6 Will not displace existing on site populations of dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta. 

IV-11 Does not require grading in an area with over 50% slope. 

IV-12 Will not require cut and fill slopes exceeding 10 vertical feet. 

IV-26 Does not require disposal of animal wastes in a manner that might affect Medea Creek water 
quality. 

IV-28, IV-31 Will greatly reduce interference with views of Ladyface Mountain west of Kanan Road.  
Will not interfere with views east of Kanan Road. 

IV-33 Will not require intrusion for fuel modification on properties to the Northwest of Kanan Road. 
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IV-45 Will not require vegetation clearance or grading in the vicinity of Medea Creek. 

IV-48b Will greatly reduce but not eliminate impacts upon visual and biological resources. 

IV-48c Does not require trail easement along Medea Creek—allows for trail location elsewhere on 
subject property. 

V-10 Greatly reduces but does not eliminate fuel modification activities in natural areas. 

V-12 Greatly reduces but does not eliminate threat to development from wildland fires. Does not require 
roads and lots within fire hazard area. 

VI-5 Greatly reduces but does not elimlate impact upon views. 

Vl-15, Vl-17 Will greatly reduce but not eliminate interference with Views of Ladyface Mountain. 

Vl-21 Does not interfere with streams and watershed east of Kanan Road. 

Response: 

With respect to the revised project’s consistency with the North Area Plan, staff utilizes the phrase 
“substantial conformance” when the project is determined to be overall consistent with policies evaluated.  
As previously noted, the project has been substantially revised since the above comments were submitted.  
As currently proposed, the revised project substantially reduces the number of proposed homes, reduces 
grading related impacts, provides greater resource protection, increases the amount of open space, 
decreases impacts to the SEA and decreases aesthetic impacts.  While the Draft EIR utilized the phrase 
“substantial conformance” when the previously proposed project was determined to be partially consistent 
with North Area Plan goals and policies, the revised project can be determined to be in conformance with 
the North Area Plan (see Topical Response No. 3).  Lastly, the project applicant has rejected the 
suggested alternative because it fails to meet the applicant’s objective to provide high-quality housing for 
local and area residents to meet existing and future needs of those desiring to live in the Santa Monica 
Mountains and to help alleviate the severe housing shortage in the greater Los Angeles region.    
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Commenter No. 4:  Nazir Lalani, Deputy Director, County of Ventura Public 
Works Agency, Transportation Department, 800 South 
Victoria Avenue, L# 1740, Ventura, CA 93009, May 6, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this letter address 
the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 4-1: 

The Transportation Department has reviewed the DEIR for 81 single-family residential lots in the 
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County adjacent to and south of the City of Agoura Hills.   

The project location is outside of Ventura County jurisdiction.  The DEIR did not analysis [sic] any 
roadways or intersections in Ventura County.  However, the traffic study included in the DEIR indicated 
that 9% of the ADT from this project would travel north on Kanan Road.  No adverse site-specific 
impacts to County Roads were identified in the EIR. 

The cumulative impact of this project when considered with the cumulative impact of all other approved 
(or anticipated) development projects in the County is potentially significant.  The agreement between the 
City of Agoura Hills and the County of Ventura dated February 2, 1992 requires the City to condition 
project to mitigate the traffic and circulation impacts due to this project by the payment of traffic impact 
mitigation fees.  Based on the information provided in the DEIR and the TIMF rate for the Thousand 
Oaks area, the TIMF due to the County is: 

 81 Single Family Dwelling Unit (SFDU) X $61.00/SFDU = $4,941 

The above estimated fee may be subject to adjustment at the time of deposit, due to provisions in the 
Traffic Impact Mitigation Ordinance allowing the Fee to be adjusted for inflation based on the 
Engineering News Record (ENR) construction cost index.  The above is an estimate only based on 
information provided in the draft environmental document.  If the project cumulative impacts are not 
mitigated by payment of a traffic mitigation fee, current General Plan policy will require County 
opposition to this project. 

Response: 

The comment is correct that the traffic study shows 9% of the project traffic continuing north on Kanan 
Road past the US-101 interchange.  This equates to 7 vehicles in the morning peak hour and 8 in the 
evening peak hour.  Some of these vehicles will turn onto Thousand Oaks Boulevard to access uses along 
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that roadway, and some will have destinations along Kanan Road within Agoura Hills, including Agoura 
High School, other schools, and shopping opportunities in the vicinity.  The number of project vehicles 
expected to continue beyond Agoura Hills into Ventura County will be minimal.  It should also be noted 
that the proposed project is not located in Ventura County and is not subject to Ventura County’s 
jurisdiction.  
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Commenter No. 5: C.F. Raysbrook, Regional Manager, Department of Fish and 
Game, 4949 Viewridge Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123, May 9, 
2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 5-1: 

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the above referenced proposed project relative to impacts to 
biological resources.  The project proposal consists of the subdivision of a 320.3-acre site into 81 single-
family residential lots.  Proposed development would occupy approximately 48.6 acres while the 
remaining 271.7-acre portion of the site would be retained as open space to be maintained by the 
homeowner’s association or dedicated to a public agency.  The project site is undeveloped and supports 
special status species including the State- and federally-endangered Lyon’s pentachaeta and the federally-
threatened Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  Medea Creek and several of its tributaries traverse through 
the project site and the site is located within the Los Angeles County designated Las Virgenes Significant 
Ecological Area #6.  The proposed project is located in the Santa Monica Mountains near the intersection 
of Kanan Road and Cornell Road, less than a quarter mile south of the Ventura Freeway. 

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department’s authority as 
Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project (CEQA Section 18386) 
and pursuant to our authority as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Section 15381 over those aspects of 
the proposed project that come under the purview of the California Endangered Species Act (Fish and 
Game Code Section 2080 et seq) and Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. 

Response: 

Responses to the Department of Fish and Game’s comments are provided below in Responses to 
Comments No. 5-2 through No. 5-19, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088. 

Comment No. 5-2: 

1. Biological Surveys - The DEIR states that the most recent survey for wildlife resources on the site 
occurred in 1999. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-62 

a) The Department generally does not consider biological surveys over one year old as 
representative of current site conditions for the purposes of determining project impact, avoidance and 
mitigation measures under CEQA.  Special status species not observed on the proposed project site during 
focused surveys conducted over five years ago should be included in a current biological resource 
assessment of the site.  If current surveys are not performed, any species identified in the DEIR as having 
a moderate to high potential for occurring on the site should be assumed to occur on site. 

Response: 

Biological surveys for plants and wildlife have occurred on the project site since 1996 and continued 
through 2006.  In total, there have been 73 biological surveys during this time period.  The information 
regarding biological resources present on the project site is based on the cumulative findings of all of 
these studies.  Therefore, the information on the biological resources is current based on the standards 
established by CDFG.  Table FEIR-6 is provided to detail the studies conducted to date. 

Comment No. 5-3: 

b) The Department recommends that current biological surveys for special status species include 
California red-legged frog (Federally Endangered) and two-stripped garter snake (California Species of 
Special Concern). 

Response: 

Seventy-three biological field visits using six different biological consulting firms have been conducted 
on the project site over the last 11 years, with the last occurring in June 2006.  During those general 
surveys, neither the red-legged frog nor the two-striped garter snake was observed.  Specific surveys for 
these species were not conducted.  Nevertheless, their presence is considered to be highly unlikely and 
additional surveys are unwarranted.   
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Table FEIR-13 
Field Surveys Conducted on the Triangle Ranch Project Site by Six Biological Consulting Firms  

in 2005, 2004, 2003, 1999, 1998, 1997 & 1996 
Survey Date and Total Surveyor 
Hours 

Survey 
Hours Purpose of Survey Surveyor(s) 

2005: 2 field surveys 
1. March 8, 2005 (2 person hr.) 1000-1200 Plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 
2. April 27, 2005 (1 person hr.) 1430-1530 Plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 
3. June 4, 2005  LP surveys Tom Leslie, Nadya Leslie 
4. June 5, 2005  LP surveys Tom Leslie, Nadya Leslie 
5. June 2006  LP surveys Tom Leslie, Nadya Leslie 
2004: 8 field surveys 
6. April 11, 2004 (6 person hrs.) 0930-1230 Protocol LBV and focused plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie, Nadya Leslie 
7. April 26, 2004 (3 person hrs.) 0700-1000 Protocol LBV and focused plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 
8. May 15, 2004 (4 person hrs.) 0700-1100 Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant and wildlife surveys. Tom Leslie 
9. May 25, 2004 (3.75 person hrs.) 0700-1100 Protocol LBV and focused plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 
10. June 6, 2004 (4 person hrs.) 0700-1100 Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 
11. June 22, 2004 (4 person hrs.) 0700-1100 Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 
12. July 3, 2004 (4 person hrs.)  0700-1100 Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 
13. July 15, 2004 (4 person hrs.) 0700-1100 Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 
2003: 10 field surveys 
14. May 8, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 
15. May 9, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 
16. May 12, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 
17. May 13, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 
18. May 14, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 
19. May 15, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 
20. May 16, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 
21. May 21, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-17 
SCH 1998111091    July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project         Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report             Page IV-64 

Table FEIR-13 
Field Surveys Conducted on the Triangle Ranch Project Site by Six Biological Consulting Firms in 

2005, 2004, 2003, 1999, 1998, 1997 & 1996 (Cont) 
Survey Date and Total Surveyor 
Hours 

Survey 
Hours Purpose of Survey Surveyor(s) 

22. May 28, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 
23. August 23, 2003 (4 person hrs.) 1000-1200 Focused plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie, Nadya Leslie 
1999: 28 field surveys 
24. February 23, 1999 N/A QCB habitat assessment  PCR 
25. March 2, 1999 N/A Jurisdictional delineation PCR 
26. March 3, 1999 N/A Jurisdictional delineation PCR 
27. March 9, 1999 N/A Jurisdictional delineation PCR 
28. March 10, 1999 0930-1330 QCB Survey PCR 
29. March 17, 1999 0930-1200 QCB Survey PCR 
30. March 24, 1999 1000-1300 QCB Survey PCR 
31. March 31, 1999 0906-1200 QCB Survey PCR 
32. April 7, 1999 N/A QCB Survey PCR 
33. April 14, 1999 0918-1322 QCB Survey PCR 
34. April 21, 1999 0900-1330 Protocol LBV Survey and QCB survey PCR 
35. April 28, 1999 1000-1400 QCB Survey PCR 
36. May 5, 1999 0910-1300 Protocol LBV survey and QCB survey  
37. May 12, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 
38. May 13, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 
39. May 14, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 
40. May 18, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 
41. May 19, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 
42. May 20, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 
43. May 25, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 
44. May 29, 1999 0700-0830 Protocol WIFL survey TWBS 
45. June 2, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 
46. June 16, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 
47. June 17, 1999 0630-0730 Protocol WIFL survey TWBS 
48. June 30, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 
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Table FEIR-13 
Field Surveys Conducted on the Triangle Ranch Project Site by Six Biological Consulting Firms in 

2005, 2004, 2003, 1999, 1998, 1997 & 1996 (Cont) 
Survey Date and Total Surveyor 
Hours 

Survey 
Hours Purpose of Survey Surveyor(s) 

49. July 6, 1999 0700-0800 Protocol WIFL survey TWBS 
50. July 14, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 
51. July 28, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 
1998: 5 surveys 
52. January 22, 1998 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
53. January 23, 1998 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
54. January 26, 1998 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
55. January 27, 1998 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
56. September 13, 1998 N/A Focused fish survey SMEA 
1997: 15 surveys 
57. March 21, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
58. March 24, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
59. March 25, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
60. March 26, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
61. April 1, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
62. April 3, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
63. April 4, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
64. April 8, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
65. April 9, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
66. April 10, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
67. April 17, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
68. April 29, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
69. May 8, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
70. May 16, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
71. May 29, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
1996: surveys 
72. December 16, 1996 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
73. December 17, 1996 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
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Comment No. 5-4: 

The Department recommends that the section of Medea Creek that flows through the project site be live-
trapped for Southwestern pond turtle (WPT) a California Species of Special Concern.  The DEIR states 
that the Southwestern pond turtle is not likely to occur on the project site due to the degraded nature of the 
aquatic habitat on the site.  It has been the Department’s experience that WPT can be overlooked during 
biological surveys utilizing observation-based surveys only to be detected when live-trapping efforts are 
used to document the presence of this species.  The Department will likely require live-trapping of WPT 
as a condition for any streambed alteration agreement the Department enters into with the project 
proponent.  If WPT is detected on the proposed project site, additions avoidance measures will need to be 
discussed in the DEIR pertaining to impacts to Medea Creek and adjacent upland habitat proposed for 
project disturbances and/or trails as WPT require uplands to reproduce, aestivate and escape flood waters.  
If WPT surveys are deferred until the streambed alteration agreement process, further revisions to the 
proposed project may be required to avoid and minimize project impacts. 

Response: 

Please see Responses to Comment Nos. 5-2 and 5-3 regarding previous biological surveys on the project 
site. In the spring of 2007, ECORP Consulting, Inc. was hired to undertake protocol surveys for WPT in 
the project site.  These surveys documented three (3) individuals as being present in Medea Creek:  two 
(2) males and one (1) juvenile female.  The Southwestern pond turtle survey report is included in 
Appendix C-22 of this Final EIR.  The survey report concludes that the measures already included in the 
revised project would protect the pond turtles and improve the existing habitat.  ECORPS Consulting, Inc. 
also reviewed the proposed 61-lot project and mitigation measures.  Based on this review, they conclude 
sufficient appropriate upland nesting sites are retained and no additional mitigation measures are 
recommended. 

Comment No. 5-5: 

d)  Fuel modification zones (FMZs) required by the Los Angeles County Fire Department may be 
less stringent than those requested by private insurance carriers for homeowners seeking fire insurance 
coverage.  The FDEIR should discuss the maximum fuel modification zones and associated biological 
resource impacts which may result.  Due to the potential for adverse impacts to endangered plants from 
fuel modifications, these areas need to be located outside endangered plant preservation areas. 

Response: 

The widths of the fuel modification zones are based on the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Fuel 
Modification Plan Guidelines.  Due to the life history and habitat requirements of the Lyon’s pentachaeta 
and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, it is possible to retain the plants within a fuel modification zone.  
See Triangle Ranch Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan (Revised) by Envicom Corporation, June 22, 
2007. (See Appendix M-3)  This preliminary plan is consistent with Mitigation Measure F-2 (see Section 
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III (Corrections and Additions)) in this FEIR and ensures that sensitive plants are protected within the fuel 
modification zone.     

In particular, for Lyon’s pentachaeta, management practices in the fuel modification zone could aid in 
assuring the continued existence of this species onsite.  Habitat of this plant is characterized by a low 
percentage of total plant cover (both native and exotic plant species) and exposed soils with a microbiotic 
crust.  While sometimes characterized as a grassland species, it actually belongs to a unique herbaceous 
community that produces a low fuel load.  In working with the Fire Department, this community can be 
retained on the project site within the fuel modification exclusion zone and excluded from any fuel 
modification activities.. For detailed information regarding the Fuel Modification Plan, see Appendix M-
3. 

Comment No. 5-6: 

2. Riparian Resource Impacts -Table III F-1 of the DEIR states that the proposed project site 
contains 29 drainages (9.8 acres) considered jurisdictional by the Department.  The executive summary 
for the DEIR lists the Department of Fish and Game Section 1603 Agreement to implement streambed 
alteration as an anticipated entitlement however the impacts and mitigation measure to jurisdictional 
drainages do not appear to be clearly discussed within the biology impact and mitigation section of the 
DEIR. 

Response: 

The jurisdictional delineation report (see Technical Appendix C-6 of the Draft EIR), notes there are 7.18 
acres of CDFG jurisdictional areas on the project site.  The revised project is not able to avoid all impacts 
to these resources.  Approximately 0.22 acre of CDFG jurisdictional area will be directly impacted by the 
revised project. The drainages to be impacted are characterized as ephemeral with a cobble bottom.  Such 
dry streambeds provide little support or cover for wildlife species.  Mitigation Measure F-9  (page III.F-
48) in the Draft EIR has been changed and renumbered as F-8 in Section III (Corrections and Additions in 
this Final EIR) Therefore, Mitigation Measure F-8 acknowledges that the project application needs to be 
in compliance with state and federal agency regulations prior to issuance of a grading permit.   

Comment No. 5-7: 

a)  The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or the channelization or conversion 
to subsurface drains.  All wetlands and watercourses whether intermittent, ephemeral, or perennial, must 
be retained and provided with appropriate setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic habitat values 
and maintain the value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations.  The Department recommends a 
minimum buffer zone of 100 feet on each side all tributary drainages to Medea Creek and a minimum of 
200 feet on each side of Medea Creek where habitat presently exists for such buffers. 

Response: 
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The revised project is not able to avoid all impacts to drainage areas.  As identified in Section II of this 
Final EIR, potential project impacts are limited to ephemeral non-vegetated drainages (also, see Draft 
EIR, Appendix C-6).  A buffer zone of varying width (a 50-foot minimum) is provided between the lots 
closest to Medea Creek and the channel.  In addition, the pads are separated topographically from the 
channel bottom.  With long-term management of the open space areas, on-site and off-site wildlife 
populations should be maintained.   Please also see Response to Comment No. 5-6. 

Comment No. 5-8: 

b)  The Department concurs that a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA), pursuant to Section 1600 
et seq. of the Fish and Game Code, with the applicant will be required prior to any unavoidable direct or 
indirect impacts to a stream bed, bank or channel or associated riparian resources.  The Department’s 
issuance of a SAA for the subject proposed will be a project that is subject to CEQA.  To facilitate our 
issuance of the Agreement, the Department as a responsible agency under CEQA may consider the local 
jurisdiction’s (lead agency) document for the project.  To minimize additional requirements by the 
Department under CEQA the document should fully identify the potential impacts to the lake, stream or 
riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for 
issuance of the Agreement.  Early consultation is recommended, since modification of the proposed 
project may be necessary. 

Response: 

The analyses in Section III.F of the Draft EIR provide the information on the jurisdictional areas and their 
location and assess potential impacts to those areas.  The jurisdictional delineation report is provided as 
Technical Appendix C-6 of the Draft EIR.  It is the understanding of the County that meetings between 
the Department of Fish and Game and the applicant have taken place (S. Lockhart, personal  
communication.).   

Comment No. 5-9: 

1. Special Status Botanical Species - The DEIR states the proposed removal of 1.55 acres of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta and the loss of 0.1 acres of Santa Monica Mountains dudleya will result in unavoidable 
significant adverse impacts despite the implementation of mitigation measures which includes the 
establishment of a preserve for these species. 

a) The Department concurs with the DEIR that the project area is known to support an important 
population of the state and federally listed endangered plant species, Lyon’s pentachaeta.  The project site 
represents the largest remaining large tract of natural land supporting meta-populations of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta in the eastern portion of the species’ range.  Most of the remaining populations of this 
endangered species occur in fragmented habitats on small patches of land, bisected by roads and often 
subject to adverse edge effects from nearby development, including weed invasion, alterations of wildfire 
regimes, and invasion of pollinator habitat by non-native insects. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-69 

Lyon’s pentachaeta occurs at multiple locations within the proposed project development area.  The 
Ladyface occurrences of Lyon’s pentachaeta are critical to the continued survival of this species and are 
found at the easternmost edge of this species’ range.  The conservation of this endangered plant will 
require establishment of one or more effectively designed preserve areas protecting core populations of 
Lyon’s pentachaeta, suitable adjacent habitat and its insect pollinator’s habitat.  Dedication in fee title of 
the preserve to a public resource agency and permanent protection via a conservation easement will 
further help ensure the long term persistence of the population in this area. 

Response: 

The importance of the Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya populations at the 
project site is recognized in Section III. F of the Draft EIR.  Because of this, the project has been 
redesigned to eliminate all direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya 
while retaining a viable, feasible project.   

The project applicant proposes to preserve 287.77 acres of open space (or 90 percent of the site) by a 
conservation easement.  Of this total, approximately 21.9 acres would be subject to fuel modification 
leaving approximately 265.87 acres to be dedicated (in fee) to a public entity  Mitigation Measure F-1 (a 
combination of formerly numbered Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2) provides for these measures as well 
as for the development of Habitat Management Plan.  The retention and management of existing plant 
communities on the project site will maintain the habitat values of the project site.  Mitigation Measures 
F-1 and F-2 on pages III.F-44 and 45 in the Draft EIR has been changed and renumbered F-1 in Section 
III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR to address this issue.   

Comment No. 5-10: 

The Department does not agree with proposals to transfer responsibility for habitat preserves to a local 
Homeowners Association.  A local land conservancy or other state or federal resource agency holding and 
managing public lands in the area would be better suited for this purpose.  Dedication of protected open 
space within the proposed project site should include an endowment sufficient to fund ongoing 
maintenance and management of the preserve area. 

Response: 

The County agrees with this comment.  The management entity for the open space should be an entity 
that is knowledgeable regarding the management of conservation open space in an urbanized 
environment.  Mitigation Measure F-1 (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR now 
provides for this rather than management by a Homeowners’ Association.   

Comment No. 5-11: 
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Additionally, the project will need to comply with the requirements of the California Endangered Species 
Act, Section 2050 et seq. and associated regulations which address legal protections afforded state-listed 
endangered species.  As such, the Department will serve as a Responsible Agency for this project due to 
the potential for direct or indirect effects to Lyon’s pentachaeta from proposed development activities.  
We therefore urge the applicant and lead agency to coordinate directly with the Department to ensure that 
the conservation of this endangered species is adequately addressed and consistent with the full mitigation 
requirements of the CESA.  Our current review indicates that project modifications may be required to 
ensure effective preservation of Lyon’s pentachaeta.  Please contact Mary Meyer Plant Ecologist, at (805) 
640-8019 to discuss this further. 

Response: 

The project applicant recognizes the requirement to comply with the California Endangered Species Act 
and associated regulations.  It is the understanding of the County that the applicant has been meeting with 
the Department of Fish and Game to resolve these issues.   

Comment No. 5-12: 

b) The Department does not recommend equestrian use within areas designated as proposed 
botanical preserve areas as horse traffic may create erosion, adversely trample plants and 
introduce additional exotic weed seeds/species into the area through horse droppings. 

Response: 

The revised project does not propose horsekeeping as a feature of the project.  Horseback riding in the 
open space is not a proposed allowable use. However, the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation has required the project applicant to dedicate a 20-foot wide easement for the Zuma Ridge 
equestrian and hiking trail.  At this time there has been no decision on the alignment of that trail 
dedication.  In the event that this trail is constructed (as expected), it will be subject to a separate 
environmental review.  It is expected that the trail would be aligned to avoid directly impacting either the 
creek or sensitive species habitats.   

Comment No. 5-13: 

1. The Department recommends that the following mitigation measures be included in the FDEIR 
during project disturbance including grubbing grading and trenching.  Capture and handling of wildlife 
species shall be accomplished by individuals possessing the appropriate State and federal 
permits/authorizations. 

a) San Diego Dusky Footed Woodrat (DFW) - Areas to be disturbed should be inspected for nests of 
the DFW.  Areas suspected to be occupied by DFW should be live-trapped no more than two days prior to 
site disturbances to remove individuals off disturbance area into adjacent appropriate habitat not to be 
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disturbed by project activities.  Nesting material from trapped DFW shall be relocated into the same 
protected area prior to release of captured DFW.  If DFW nests are found but no individuals are live-
trapped the nesting material shall be removed into adjacent appropriate habitat no more than two days 
prior to initial site disturbances. 

Response: 

A new Mitigation Measure (F-9) has been added to Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final 
EIR to address the concern raised by this comment regarding protections for the San Diego dusky footed 
woodrat, southwestern pond turtle (SPT), San Diego horned lizard, and the coastal western whiptail.  That 
Mitigation Measures is found in Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR 

Comment No. 5-14: 

b) Salvage of Species of Low Mobility - Meaningful salvage of wildlife species of low mobility 
including San Diego coast horned lizard and western whiptail may only be achieved by the use of drift 
fencing and pit-fall traps employed at the appropriate time of the year/day when surface temperatures are 
conducive to reptile activity/ movement.  The Department recommends that that these methods are 
employed as part of the salvage plan for these species.  Additionally a biological monitor should be on 
site during grubbing and grading operations to salvage wildlife which are not injured during the operation. 

Response: 

Mitigation Measures F-9, and F-11 through F-14 have been added to Section III (Corrections and 
Additions) in this Final EIR to address the concerns raised by this comment.     

Comment No. 5-15: 

c) Southwestern pond turtle - If live-trapping reveals that SPT are located within Medea creek and 
vicinity the age classes of observed turtles should be noted to determine if a reproducing population 
occurs within the project site.  Appropriate upland nesting sites within the project site should be avoided 
as determined by a biologist experienced with WPT biology and reproductive requirements with the 
concurrence of the Department. 

Response: 

In the spring of 2007, ECORP Consulting, Inc. was hired to undertake protocol surveys for Southwestern 
pond turtle in the project site.  These surveys documented three (3) individuals as being present in Medea 
Creek:  two (2) males and one (1) juvenile female.  The Southwestern pond turtle survey report is 
included in Appendix C-22 of this Final EIR.  The survey report concludes that the measures already 
included in the revised project would protect the pond turtles and improve the existing habitat.  .  
ECORPS Consulting, Inc. also reviewed the proposed 61-lot project and mitigation measures.  Based on 
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this review, they conclude sufficient appropriate upland nesting sites are retained and no additional 
mitigation measures are recommended.  

Comment No. 5-16: 

d)  Grubbing and Grading Precautions - Any grubbing and grading activities on the proposed project 
site should be done in a manner which ensures that mobile species can escape and safely reach adjacent 
habitat off site.  Phased grading activities which sometimes leave islands of habitat on the site creates a 
false sanctuary for wildlife species which remain within these islands rather than flee across newly 
cleared areas of no remaining cover.  These animals are then vulnerable to being killed by the subsequent 
grubbing/grading of this remaining island habitat.  The grubbing and grading techniques and biological 
monitor should assure that needless loss of wildlife does not occur on the site in this manner. 

Response: 

Because of the presence of the biological monitor until the entire site is graded, the above described 
scenario should not happen.  Please review Response to Comment No. 5-13, in particular, Mitigation 
Measure F-9.  Also, see Response to Comment No. 5-14.  

Comment No. 5-17: 

As stated in the mitigation measures described in the DEIR, the applicant’s preferred project alternative 
will result in a significant adverse impact to biological resources.  To maintain the integrity of public trust 
resources, the Department maintains that the only truly effective alternative to avoid impacts to sensitive 
biological resources and landscape function on the site is the no project alterative.  The sensitivity and 
topography of this site is not conducive to incompatible land uses such as is proposed by this project.  
Dedication or acquisition of this site for the purposes of preserving i[t]s biological resource and open 
space values should be seriously considered as the prime planning goal by the lead agency within this 
area of the Santa Monica Mountains.   

Response: 

This comment expresses the Department’s support for the No Project Alternative, but does not state a 
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, it should be noted that neither the 
project applicant nor the property owner have received a serious offer to acquire project site.  This 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration.   

Comment No. 5-18: 

The Department also recommends an alternative be considered which consolidates the project footprint 
and establishes an effective permanent preserve that minimizes adverse edge effects and habitat 
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fragmentation for Lyon’s pentachaeta and other rare plants.  The elimination of all development from the 
area between Kanan and Cornell Roads to protect the integrity of Medea Creek riparian area and wildlife 
movement through this area is also recommended. 

Response: 

The revised project design addresses many of the Department’s concerns.  As suggested in the comment, 
the revised project design consolidates the project footprint, eliminates direct impacts to the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta and to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, and avoids impacts to other rare plants (i.e., 
Linear-Leaved Golden Bush, Cloak Fern, Nevin’s Brickellia, Redshank and Coville’s Lip Fern). Indirect 
impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta and to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, due to fuel modification, 
are mitigated to a less than significant level by the implementation of the Habitat Management Plan, Fuel 
Modification Plan and other mitigation measures (see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-16, 
Section III, Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR. The revised project will not cause  habitat 
fragmentation or edge effects.  

The revised project design does not eliminate all development from the area between Kanan and Cornell 
Roads because the development in that area has been designed not to intrude into the Medea Creek 
riparian area.  Furthermore, the revised project design maintains the existing wildlife movement pathways 
within the project site.  As noted in the Draft EIR, east-west wildlife movement across the center of the 
project site is currently moderately restricted by Kanan and Cornell Roads and by partial development 
along Cornell Road.  The revised project will not increase restrictions on wildlife movement (see Topical 
Response No. 8).  

Comment No. 5-19: 

In conclusion, the Department is concerned that the project as proposed does not reduce adverse impacts 
to public trust resources to a level of insignificance.  Further revisions to the proposed project are 
therefore required to avoid and minimize adverse biological resource impacts and ensure that feasible 
mitigation measures are incorporated into the project. 

Response: 

The revised project, with its reduced footprint and smaller number of homes, reduces adverse impacts to 
wildlife and natural resources.  It is not expected as part of the state and federal permitting processes with 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and California Department of Fish and 
Game that changes in the project footprint will occur.  The proposed project will be required to conform 
to whatever mitigation plans these agencies establish.  See Mitigation Measure F-8 (Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR). 
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Commenter No. 6:  David R. Leininger, Chief, Prevention Services Bureau, City 
of Los Angeles Fire Department, 1320 North Eastern 
Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90063, May 10, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this letter address 
the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 6-1: 

1. The section entitled "Long-Term Operational Impacts," on page III.M.1-5, states: "This new 
resident population would increase the potential for wildfire starts... and, concomitantly, the need for fire 
protection and emergency services in the area."  This wording appears to suggest that the increase in 
demand for fire protection service as a result of this project would only be due to the wildfire hazard 
inherent in this area.  It should be added that any development on vacant land would create increased 
demand for urban fire protection and emergency medical services, e.g., structure fires, vehicle fires, and 
paramedic incidents. 

Response: 

The first paragraph under the sub-heading entitled "Long-Term Operational Impacts," on page III.M.1-5 
in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to add 
the following sentence: “Additionally, the proposed project would create increased demand for urban fire 
protection and emergency medical services, e.g., structure fires, vehicle fires, and paramedic incidents.”  

Comment No. 6-2: 

2. Mitigation Measure M.1-7, on page III.M.1-11, appears to suggest that the Developer Fee is a 
fixed amount.  We have commented on this error in the previous Draft EIR for this project.  Please see 
our enclosed letter of 2/18/2005. 

Response: 

Mitigation Measure M.1-7 on page III.M-1-11 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR (see 
Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to read: “The project applicant/developer shall pay a Developer 
Fee on Construction (at the rate prevailing at the time of building permit issuance) for future capital 
improvements for the Los Angeles County Fire Department.”  

 Comment No. 6-3: 
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1. The Fire Prevention Division Land Development Unit has no additional comments regarding this 
project.  The conditions that were addressed in EIR 2030/2004, dated July 23, 2004, have not been 
changed at this time. 

Response: 

If the reference to EIR 2030/2004, dated July 23, 2004, refers to the Department’s response to the Notice 
of Preparation (dated July 23, 2004), that comment letter is included in Section VIII B of the Draft EIR.  
Responses to that comment letter were incorporated into the discussion of Fire Protection Services in 
Section III.M.1 of the Draft EIR. 
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Commenter No. 7:  Joseph E. Crisologo, P.E., District Engineer, Hollywood 
District, Southern California Drinking Water Field 
Operations Branch, Los Angeles Region, State of California 
Department of Health Services, 1449 West Temple Street, 
Room 202, Los Angeles, CA 90026, May 11, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 7-1: 

We have received and reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed new 
development, the Triangle Ranch Project (SCH Number 1998111091), and its supporting documents.  
After reviewing the proposal and the California Department of Health Services, Drinking Water Field 
Operations Branch (Department’s) separation of water mains and non-potable pipelines guidance, the 
Department has the following comments that need your attention and action: 

The most obvious concerns with systems involving potable and non-potable lines are the potential for 
cross connections and cross contaminations. 

Response: 

This comment letter expresses state plumbing requirements for residential developments.  Compliance 
with these requirements is enforced through standard Plan Check and site inspection procedures. 
Proposed water mains and non-potable pipelines will be installed to the satisfaction of the State of 
California Department of Health Services, as well as the Los Angeles County Department of Health 
Services and the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District. 

Comment No. 7-2: 

New water mains and new supply lines shall be installed at least one foot vertically above the non-potable 
pipelines and ten feet horizontally away from each other, nearest wall to wall. 

Response: 

see Response to Comment No. 7-1.   

Comment No. 7-3: 
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Under the Department’s guidance for the separation of water mains and non-potable pipelines, in no case 
shall water mains and non-potable pipelines conveying sewage or other liquids be installed in the same 
trench. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 7-1. 

Comment No. 7-4: 

All recycled water piping and appurtenances must be colored purple or otherwise permanently identified 
as part of the recycled water system in the preliminary drawing. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 7-1.  

Comment No. 7-5: 

Under the Department’s guidance for the production, distribution and use of recycled water, the 
Department has the following comments that needs your attention and action: 

Maps and/or plans showing the location of the transmission facilities and the distribution system layout 
should be provided. 

The plans should include the ownership and location of all potable water lines, recycled water lines and 
sewer lines within the recycled water service area and use area(s). 

Detailed plans showing all piping networks within the use area of irrigation including recycled, potable, 
sewage and others as applicable. 

Description of what will be irrigated. 

Method of irrigation (e.g. spray, flood, or drip). 

The location of domestic water supply facilities in or adjacent to the use area. 

Site containment measures. 

Location and wording of public warning signs. 

Proposed irrigation schedule. 
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For additional information on recycling criteria, please visit our website at 
http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/ddwem/publications/waterrecycling/index.htm. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 7-1. 
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Commenter No. 8:  Tom Dodson, Tom Dodson & Associates, 2150 N. Arrowhead 
Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 92405, May 11, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 8-1: 

I previously submitted comments on the Notice of Preparation for the subject project on behalf of the 
Cornell Preservation Organization (CPO).  At the request of the CPO membership, I have carefully 
reviewed the Draft EIR for this project and developed the following comments for the County’s 
consideration.  The comments are extensive as I believe that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR 
contains a number of major flaws and errors.  As a professional, I have tried to present these comments in 
a manner that will elicit responses that will make the final environmental document presented to decision 
makers an "adequate" document in the full intent and meaning of this term as implied in the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Please accept the following comment on behalf of CPO in this 
context. 

Response:  

This comment provides an introduction to the letter that follows, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 8-2: 

Page 1-2, applicant’s objective: achieve a profitable economic return on property investment.  To validate 
this objective, the applicant must provide an evaluation of what constitutes "a profitable economic return 
on property investment."  A detailed economic analysis of the original investment; costs of development; 
and expected return to the project applicant must be provided for public review in order to determine 
whether the proposed level of development is what is required to meet this objective, to define what is a 
financially feasible project. 

Response:  
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The Draft EIR provides a discussion of the applicant’s objectives pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124(b).  The Guidelines explain the purpose of providing the applicant’s objectives as follows: “a 
clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of 
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of 
overriding considerations, if necessary.” 

Webster’s Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary defines the noun “objective” as “something toward which 
effort is directed; an aim, goal, or end of action”. In the present case it is the applicant’s aim, or goal to 
achieve a profitable economic return on its property investment.  CEQA does not require that the project 
applicant validate its objectives.  Nor does CEQA require a “detailed economic analysis of the original 
investment; costs of development; and expected return to the project applicant”. Furthermore, an EIR is 
not required to determine whether a project is financially feasible.  Also, see Topical Response No. 5. 

Comment No. 8-3: 

Page 1-4, a Streambed Alteration Agreement is no longer a "Section 1603” Agreement; both private and 
public Agreements are issued under Section 1602.  Also, NPDES permits are not obtained from the 
Regional Board, they are filed with the State Water Resources Control Board and enforced by the 
Regional Board.  It also appears that the requirement to obtain an urban stormwater management plan is 
not included in the list of permits/approval required from other agencies. It should be listed in this section. 

Response:  

The reference to “Section 1603” in item 6) on page I-4 in the Draft EIR has been changed to “Section 
1602” in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).   

The reference to the Regional Water Quality Board in item 8) on page I-4 in the Draft EIR has been 
changed to “State Water Resources Control Board” in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and 
Additions) in this Final EIR).   

Although not specifically listed in Section I.B (Discretionary Actions), the requirement to comply with 
the County’s Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan is subsumed by item 4) on page I-3 in the 
Draft EIR, which includes: “Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits or approvals as may 
be required for the construction of the proposed project.  Such approvals may include, but are not limited 
to: landscaping, permit approvals for grading, approvals for foundations, retaining walls, and structural 
improvements; installation and hookup approvals for public utilities and related permits.” 

Comment No. 8-4: 

Surrounding land uses are misrepresented in this description of the project location.  Land uses south of 
the project site consist of low density residential south of the western portion of the eastern 1/2 of the 
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property (along Cornell) and open space south of the eastern 1/2 of the eastern 1/2 and south of the 
western 1/2 of the site (along Kanan). 

Response:  

CEQA Section 15151 provides that “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but 
the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.”  The commenter suggests 
that the extent of existing residential development south of the project site is less than stated in the EIR.  
The comment understates the extent of existing residential development south of the project site.  As 
shown in Figure I-3 of the Draft EIR, residential development occurs southerly of a majority of the 
project site.  This residential development is also partially shown in Figure FEIR-15 of the Final EIR.  In 
addition, Figure FEIR-16 shows the range of lot sizes in the surrounding area. 

Comment No. 8-5: 

Page 1-8, an essential issue is how the area to be retained as open space will be maintained.  A decision 
on the level of maintenance is essential to understand the ongoing costs of maintenance and whether an 
HOA can actually afford to assume responsibility for maintenance or whether an endowment needs to be 
established as part of the approval process and the property deeded to an entity with the ability to carry 
out the required annual maintenance of the property. 

Response:  

Approximately 287.77 acres (or 90 percent of the site) would be placed under an open space conservation 
easement.  Of this total, approximately 21.9 acres would be subject to fuel modification leaving 
approximately 265.87 acres to be dedicated (in fee) to a public entity. The dedicated open space will not 
be maintained by the homeowners’ association.  The reference in the Draft EIR to the open space being 
maintained by the homeowners’ association on pages S-1 and I-8, has been eliminated in the Final EIR 
(see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR). Also see Mitigation Measure F-1 (see 
Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR). 

Comment No. 8-6: 

Figure 1-4 shows Caleta Road as a through street on the site plan.  It is currently a cul-de-sac and it is 
unlikely to ever be extended to the south. 

Response:  

Figure I-4 shows the “paper” alignment of Caleta Road.  Caleta Road is not a through street and the 
project does not propose to improve Caleta Road.  

Comment No. 8-7: 
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Page 1-12, why are lots west of Cornell Road being developed with streetlights, sidewalks and 
curbs/gutters?  This area is also within the rural residential zone.  What is the range of slope on the 
"curvilinear roads" that are supposed to follow site topography?  What are slope angles of the "gentler 
slopes"[?]  What is the amount of grading and what are the range of cuts and fills on the property?  What 
constitutes a "majority of development on gentle slopes, i.e., what proportion of the site is being 
developed on natural slopes in the 0-10% slope category; the 10% to 20% category; the 20% to 30% 
category; and the 30% and above category?  Where are the retaining walls proposed to be sited and how 
high are they? 

Response:  

As stated on page III.K-40 in the Draft EIR, the Los Angeles County Subdivision Code requires 
developments with lots less than 20,000 square feet in size to provide streetlights, sidewalks, curbs and 
gutters.  However, the project applicant requested the Advisory Agency to waive these standard 
requirements in the area west of Cornell Road since they are not in keeping with the existing 
neighborhood pattern.  Further, at its March 27, 2007 hearing, the Board of Supervisors directed that rural 
standards be applied to all portions of the revised project.  In addition, the revised project’s tract map, 
which has eliminated all references to standard street sections, has been approved by the Subdivision 
Committee.  At this time, all areas of the project will conform to rural residential standards. 

Road gradients vary from 1% to a maximum of 8%. 

The slope angles of the "gentler slopes" are those of 0 to 25 percent. 

The grading plan for the revised project requires the excavation of 308,500 cubic yards of cut and 
309,200 cubic yards of fill.  These are “gross values and have not been corrected or adjusted for shrinkage 
or subsidence, nor do they include remedial earthwork quantities.  The adjustment for shrinkage of natural 
soils, artificial fill and alluvium is 16,150 cubic yards.  The adjustment for bulking of rocky soils is 5,500 
cubic yards. 

Grading on the steeper slopes has been, for the most part, avoided: 24.7  acres (or 90.2% of the grading 
footprint) fall within the 0-25% slope category; 2.24 acres (or 8.1% of the grading footprint) falls with the 
26-50% slope category; and 0.45 acres (or 1.6% of the grading footprint) fall with the +50% slope 
category. 

For a discussion of crib walls, see Section II and Figure FEIR-1 in this FEIR.  

Comment No. 8-8: 

Does the term minimize impacts to nearby sensitive native plant species mean that the project has avoided 
impact on these species to install the fuel modification zones or will such zones result in impacts to such 
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species?  In other words, does the requirement for fuel modification zones expand the area of potential 
impact of the proposed residences into sensitive plant habitat?   

Response:  

According to The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language (Fourth Edition, Copyright 
2000, Houghton Mifflin Company), the word “minimize” means “to reduce to the smallest possible 
amount, extent, size, or degree”.  This is the sense of the word as used in the Draft EIR.  It does not mean 
that all impacts have been avoided.   

The estimates of impacts to plant communities (including sensitive species) provided in the Draft EIR 
analyses include those areas affected by building pads, streets, utilities, retaining walls, line of sight 
clearance, and trails, as well as fuel modification (see Draft EIR, Section III.F, page III.F-35).  With the 
61-lot project, there are no direct impacts to the sensitive plant species and indirect impacts are minimized 
due to the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan (see Appendix M-3 in this FEIR). The preliminary Fuel 
Modification Plan (June 22, 2007) both protects the Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya by establishing exclusion zones around these plants where fuel modification activities are 
prohibited, allows for management of vegetation (under direct supervision of the project biologists) 
within the expansion zone to protect the sensitive species and minimizes impacts to vegetation outside of 
the exclusion zone. The area of potential impact of the proposed residences into sensitive plant habitat, 
including the Fuel Modification Zone, have been accurately described in Section III.F of the Draft EIR. 

 Comment No. 8-9: 

What does the term "almost exclusively" mean in terms of native plant species?  Please put some 
quantification to vague and meaningless terms such as this. 

Response:  

According to The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language (Fourth Edition, Copyright 
2000, Houghton Mifflin Company), the word “exclusively” means “without any others being included or 
involved”.  As used in the Draft EIR, the term "almost exclusively" is intended to make the reader 
understand that to the extent practical and feasible, the Master Landscape plan would utilize native plant 
species.  A more detailed landscape plan has been prepared since the release of the Draft EIR for public 
review.  This more detailed conceptual landscape plan is included in Appendix L of this Final EIR. The 
plan provides additional information regarding the proposed plant palette and *[guidelines for installation 
and maintenance of the landscaping.  Species native to California are identified in the accompanying plant 
palette by an asterisk following the plant’s name, species native to the Santa Monica Mountains are 
indicated by two asterisks, species documented as native to Triangle ranch are indicated by three 
asterisks, while non-native species are not followed by any asterisk]* this needs to be included in 
landscape plan.  This additional information amplifies and clarifies information provided in the Draft EIR 
and does not cause any new significant impacts.   
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Comment No. 8-10: 

Page 1-13, the discussion of grading does not provide any information regarding where grading will occur 
and what the existing slopes are and what the finished slopes will be when the grading.  Without this 
information it is not possible to assess whether the proposed grading will conform to the grading plan 
criteria.  For example, the objective of not breaking any ridgeline views appears to be violated somewhere 
on the project site, but without the grading plan it cannot be determined where this will occur.  At a 
minimum a conceptual grading plan needs to be supplied or at least referenced in the discussion on this 
page. 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR provides specific information about where the grading will occur 
(see Grading Plan, Figures III.A-2A and III.A-2B; and Cut and Fill Plan (Figure III.A-3).  Existing slopes 
are presented in Figure II-7, Site Topography.  Finished slopes are shown in both the Tentative Tract Map 
Detail (Figure I-6) and in the Grading Plan.  In addition, full scale geotechnical maps (which combine the 
proposed grading with the geotechnical data mapping) are provided in Technical Appendix A.  Proposed 
grading for the revised project is clearly indicated in the Revised Project Site Plan, Figure FEIR-1. 

Comment No. 8-11: 

Page 1-14, how much will the open space area be diminished by the "areas subject to fuel 
modification"[?]  The actual acreage needs to be defined.  The project description needs to define what 
proportion of the Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat and population is being impacted out of the total acreage that 
exists on the property.  How much of Drainage B acreage constitutes "Major portions," please quantify.   

Response:  

Fuel modification will affect a total area of 23.22 acres (including 1.32 off-site acres) beyond the grading 
footprint of 27.39 acres (see Section II of this FEIR).  However, that area will not diminish the 287.77 
acres to be preserved as conservation open space with the implementation of Mitigation Measure F-1 (see 
Section III (Corrections and Additions)). 

Impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta are discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.F-36.  Based upon the 2003 
survey, the previous project would have impacted 1.55 acres of Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat, or 17.6 
percent of the total habitat area of 8.8 acres.  Based upon the 2006 survey (see Appendix C-14 of this 
Final EIR), the revised project will not directly impact any of the onsite Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat.   
Indirect impacts are limited to 1.71 acres of occupied habitat within the fuel modification zone.  
Implementation of the Habitat Management Plan and Fuel Modification Plan (Mitigation Measures F-1 
and F-2) will reduce those indirect impacts to less than significant levels. 
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The reference in the Draft EIR on page I-14 erroneously refers to Drainage “B” as the un-named drainage 
in the southeastern portion of the site.  As shown on Figure III.F-1, Existing Jurisdictional Drainages, the 
correct reference is Drainage “D”.  The reference to Drainage “B” in the last sentence of the second full 
paragraph on page I-14 in the Draft EIR has been changed to Drainage “D” in the Final EIR (see Section 
III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).  As discussed in Section II, the revised project would 
have no direct impacts to Drainage “D”.  

Comment No. 8-12: 

When it is stated that the project does not intrude into Medea Creek, is this an absolute fact?  Does creek 
mean the whole riparian area, the 100-year flood area, or what?  Does this mean that there will be no 
drainage outlets into this creek, no (meaning zero disturbance) construction activity within the creek, and 
no infrastructure, including drainage facilities, that will have to be installed within or across the creek? 

Response:  

The term “creek” is imprecise, and does not easily lend itself to quantification.  The American Heritage® 
Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition, Copyright © 2000 by Houghton Mifflin Company 
defines a “creek” as a small stream, often a shallow or intermittent tributary to a river.  In the context of 
its usage in the Draft EIR on page I-14, “Medea Creek” refers to the 100-year flood hazard zone.  It is 
unknown whether any riparian vegetation extends beyond the boundaries of the flood hazard zone.  The 
sentence “the project does not intrude into Medea Creek” means there will be no grading within the 100-
year flood hazard zone.  As shown in the Draft EIR on Figure III.D-3, the drainage outlet structures are 
proposed to be located at or near the edge of the 100-year flood hazard zone, but not within the zone.  A 
small amount of trenching within the 100-year flood hazard zone (approximately 100-200 linear feet)  
will be required for the installation of the new sewer lines.  The installation will cause temporary 
disturbance within the “creek”, but no substantial or permanent disturbance to the “creek” is anticipated.  
Such trenches tend to be less than two feet in width with varying depths depending upon terrain.  It 
should also be emphasized that the existing 33-inch truck sewer is already located within the 100-year 
flood hazard area. Compare Draft EIR Figure III.N.2-1 and Figure III.D-3.   

Comment No. 8-13: 

For the landscape plan, please define what percentage of plants will be non-native landscape plants.  
Regarding non-native invasive species, no such species must be allowed in the landscape plant palette. 

Response:  

With respect to the percentage of plants that will be non-native, see Response to Comment No. 8-9 and 
the Landscape Plan Appendix L.   
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The second part of this comment expresses an opinion that non-native invasive species must not be 
allowed in the landscape plant palette, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to 
CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 8-14: 

Page 1-16, if the landscape plan is not provided in this document, at least a conceptual plan, it is 
impossible for interested parties to review the plan and provide, an evaluation of 1) the feasibility of 
implementing the plan at this location; and 2) the impacts-of implementing the plan.  Deferring the review 
of the plan solely by County agencies prevents the public and other interested agencies, such as the 
Department of Fish and Game, from the opportunity to make substantive comments on this essential 
element of the project.  The failure to provide a general description of the actual proposed landscape plan 
is a fatal flaw in the project description and is an example of deferral that is no longer acceptable under 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Response:  

A Design Guidelines and Landscape Plan are provided in Appendices K and L of this Final EIR, 
respectively.  Contrary to the comment, the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is a responsible agency 
with permitting authority for the project.  As such, the DFG has reviewed and commented on the EIR, 
met with the applicant, and has visited the project site.  Furthermore, the DFG has the authority to impose 
conditions of approval and design changes in order to resolve any concerns they may have.  
Consequently, DFG has not been prevented from making substantive comments on the project.    

Comment No. 8-15: 

Will the drainage system installed be maintained by the County or by the HOA?  Since a drainage system 
requires professional maintenance and operation (such as measuring water quality downstream from the 
clarifiers), how will a HOA accomplish this if the system is maintained by it? 

Response:  

Storm drain systems proposed for the project are proposed to be maintained by the County of Los 
Angeles with provisions for access, maintenance and design standards all per requirements of the County 
of Los Angeles.  Water clarifier systems proposed to be constructed in-line in the storm drainage system 
will likely be maintained by a Master HOA for the Triangle Ranch project due to fiscal constraints of the 
County of Los Angeles.  CC & R’s for the project will mandate HOA fees to fund the maintenance.     

Comment No. 8-16: 
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Page 1-17, how will flows be returned to the natural drainage courses and where will the energy 
dissipaters be installed? 

Response:  

The redesign efforts modifying the project from 81 to 61 lots also modified the drainage system 
alignments by eliminating the drainage outlet into Medea Creek at the northerly end of “D” Street, and 
directing that drainage to a confluence with drainage from Street “B” passing under Kanan Road from an 
existing drainage into Medea Creek.  Drainage from “E” Street has been directed south across Kanan 
Road to outlet in an existing drainage easement in Medea Creek near the mid-point of the project. 

Drainage from the easterly portion of the site is proposed to be conveyed southerly along Cornell Road to 
discharge in the Silver Creek Road right-of-way. 

All drainage outlets will be constructed with energy-velocity dissipaters at the bank of the creek. 

Comment No. 8-17: 

What is the significance of placing the building pads below elevation 960’ amsl?  Further, will structures 
be allowed to exceed this height?  What are the proposed CC&R "ground rules" for aesthetic 
compatibility?  Without defining these rules, it is not possible for the interested public or agencies to 
assess their potential feasibility, effectiveness or impacts. 

Response:  

The analyses in the Draft EIR do not refer to “placing building pads below elevation 960’ amsl”.  Rather, 
the analyses of page I-14 state “The proposed open space lots would retain, in an undisturbed condition 
(with the exception of adjacent areas subject to fuel modification), the entire on-site portion of Ladyface 
Mountain above the 960-foot contour line…”  The 960-foot contour represents the highest elevation of 
previous project’s grading disturbance on the west side of Kanan Road.  In fact, the highest proposed 
building pad in this area was planned for an elevation of 915 feet, or approximately 185 feet below the 
1,100-foot building elevation limit set by the City of Agoura Hills’ Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan.  
Under the revised project’s design, the highest building pad on the west side of Kanan Road is located at 
an elevation of 926 feet, or approximately 174 feet below the 1,100-foot building elevation limit set by 
the City of Agoura Hills’ Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan.  Under the revised project, there is the 
potential for the rooflines of homes on Lots 12 – 15 to exceed the 960-foot elevation if they were 
constructed to the full 45-foot height limit permitted by the existing zoning.   

The CC&Rs have not been developed at this time and therefore, are not available for review.  However, 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, the DEIR has been prepared with a sufficient degree of 
analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which 
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.  In particular, the Visual Qualities analyses in 
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the Draft EIR (Section III.I) provides 35 pages of project assessment, including six photographs of 
existing visual conditions (Figures III.I-2, III.I-3 and III.I-4), three Landscape Sections (Figures III.I-5 
and I-6), five Visual Simulations (Figures III.I-7 and I-11), four Visual Analysis Profiles (Figures III.I-13 
and I-14), a Crib Wall Plan (Figure III.I-15) and a Crib Wall Design Concept (Figure III.I-16).  Section II 
of this Final EIR provides additional information about the revised project. 

Comment No. 8-18: 

What construction requirements occur from installing a four lane road section at the proposed A Street/D 
Street intersection?  For example, how much cut and fill will be required for this specific infrastructure 
improvement? 

Response:  

Under the revised 61-lot project, the 4-way A Street/D Street intersection 4-way intersection would not be 
constructed.  Instead, there would be two 3-way intersections (see Figure FEIR-1). There would be lane 
transition tapers for acceleration and deceleration lanes at the intersections of Streets A, D, and F, but 
only a “right-turn only” transition lane into Street D.  The right turn only lane will protect the dudleya by 
not causing grading along the west side of Kanan at that location.  Construction of the four-lane roadway 
at the Street ”A” intersection will consist of the construction of the ultimate width of improvements at the 
immediate intersection and the Kanan roadway will transition to and from full width at the acceleration 
and deceleration lanes to and from the intersection.  The approximate earthwork associated with the 
grading of the roadway shoulder at the intersection is 1300 cubic yards. Also, there is a reduction in the 
“fill” quantity for the center of the project of about 3,500 cubic yards that is the result of shifting Street D 
to the south. 

Comment No. 8-19: 

Page 1-18, even if the water tank is not required for this project, if a site is set aside on the project site, the 
potential effects of installing such a tank needs to be evaluated, in this EIR not in some future 
environmental document that would be prepared by the Water District.  In particular, the access route, 
grading and visual effect of a 3-million gallon tank need to be taken into consideration in this document.  
This is because the dedication of the land for the tank site and the access easement is the first step in a 
chain of events that may result in the tank being installed on the property.  Such a step removes this 
possible facility from a speculative project and makes it a project subject to evaluation at the first step that 
could lead to the installation of the tank.  The discussion in this section clearly indicates that this issue is 
being inappropriately deferred. 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment, CEQA does not require an analysis of a possible future water tank.  While, the 
water tank is still a probable construction project for LVMWD in the future, the Department of Regional 
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Planning subdivision staff required a change in the notes on the revised project’s tentative track map 
relating to the water tank to be changed to identify the tank as a future project.  This has had the effect of 
taking the tank out of any approvals for the Triangle Ranch project.  Furthermore, the tank site was taken 
off of the CUP Site plan since it did/does not relate to the Conditional Use Permit any longer based on the 
County’s decision and definition that the tank will be a separate project.  

The new wording on the Tentative Tract map is as follows:   

Potential, future tank location of a 3.0MG water tank as identified by Las Virgenes Municipal 
Water District, separate from this subdivision.  (This note points to the tank location). 

If requested by the Water District, Developer to create a separate lot for placement the water tank, 
separate from this subdivision. 

HWL = 1220 +/-  (Access to be taken from existing Knight Drive near Indian Hill tank site). 

Comment No. 8-20: 

Page II-1, the previous comment pointed out that the project site is bounded by residential development 
only directly south along existing roadways, and is open space in the areas south of the western-most and 
eastern-most segments of the existing project site.  It is misleading to imply that residential development 
occurs along the whole southern boundary of the property. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 8-4. 

Comment No. 8-21: 

Page III.A-14, installation of debris flow mitigation facilities may require additional ground disturbance.  
The EIR needs to identify the locations of such mitigation sites; the size of the proposed mitigation 
facilities (J-walls, catchment fills or impact walls); and evaluate the potential site specific resource 
impacts (biology, cultural, etc.) from installing these mitigation measures. 

Response:  

As per the Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. (PSE) report, dated May 15, 2000 (Appendix A-2 of the Draft 
EIR), lot areas potentially effected by debris flow that may require mitigation measures include: Lots 13 
though 16, 24, 25, 46 through 50 and 55 (previously Lots 14 through 28, 62 and 63). 

The Tentative Map for the project has been reviewed and approved on May 16, 2007 by the Geotechnical 
and Materials Engineering Division of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
(LACDPW).  This approval is based upon the Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation (PSE, May 15, 
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2000), as well as LACDPW remarks and subsequent PSE responses.  Conditions of approval (included in 
Appendix Q) have been set forth that would be addressed at the Grading Plan Review stage of development.  
Condition “c” (LACDPW, 2006) states, “Retaining Walls.  Indicate the types of walls proposed (e.g. 
keystone walls, crib walls, impact walls in areas with potential debris hazards, standard retaining walls, 
etc.) and provide additional analysis as indicated below.”; and Condition “d” (LACDPW, 2007) states, 
“Debris impact walls.  If debris containment walls are proposed, the containment area must be designed 
for 100 percent of the predicted debris flow volume.  Therefore provide data and analysis (e.g. areas to be 
mitigated, volume calculations of anticipated debris flow volume and containment volume, etc.) in support 
of the recommended mitigation measures.”  The actual size of proposed mitigation facilities (J-walls, 
catchments fills, impact walls, etc.) is dependant upon localized geologic and topographic conditions.  Final 
design issues such as specific types of facilities must await more detailed grading plans.  Preliminarily, it 
can be stated that these facilities would be located in close proximity to the back of the affected lots and that 
ground disturbance would not extend a substantial distance past the proposed grading.  

The list of mitigation measures on page III.A-18 of the Draft EIR (Section III. A, Geotechnical Hazards) is 
changed in this Final EIR (see Section III., Corrections and Additions) to read as follows:  

A-13 The construction of any proposed mitigation facilities (J-walls, catchment fills, impact walls, etc.) 
shall avoid impacts to sensitive species. 

Comment No. 8-22: 

Regarding mitigation for boulder roll, what type of fences will be installed; what will be their 
construction and permanent footprint; and what resources will be impacted by their installation? 

Response:  

The Tentative Map for the project has been reviewed and conditionally approved by the Geotechnical and 
Materials Engineering Division of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LACDPW).  
This approval is based upon the Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation (PSE, May 15, 2000) as well as 
LACDPW remarks and subsequent PSE responses.  Conditions of approval have been set forth (see 
Appendix Q) that would be addressed at the Grading Plan Review stage of development.  Condition “g” 
(LACDPW, 2006) 5/16/07 states, “Rock fences.  Provide rock fall analyses to determine the kinetic energy 
of the falling rocks for use in the structural design of the proposed fences and the anticipated trajectory 
path of the falling rocks for use in the designed heights and locations of the proposed fences.”  Final 
design issues such as specific types of fencing and locations/footprints must await more detailed grading 
plans.  Preliminarily, it can be stated that mitigation would include “reinforced” chain link fencing.  
Typically, these fences are supported with angled metal braces.  Construction of the fences can be 
accomplished with small backhoes and hand held equipment such as gas powered posthole augers which 
are used to embed the fences into firm bedrock.  Therefore, impact to the slope areas would be minimal 
and confined to the close vicinity of the fences.  A condition of approval is that implementation of a 
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mitigation fence shall not have direct impacts on sensitive species. The project will be redesigned if 
necessary to avoid all direct impacts”    

 Comment No. 8-23: 

Page III.A-15, the discussion of mitigation for soil and erosion losses ignores the environmental effects of 
installing, operating and monitoring future best management practices, and is a classic case of deferring 
evaluation of the issue.  First, what level of erosion and sedimentation control will be achieved, both 
during construction and over the long-term?  

Response:  

BMPs recommended by the Draft EIR are identified in Mitigation Measures E-1 through E-23 and E-26. 
The final list of BMPs will be determined by the approval process of the SWPPP and SUSWP.  
Additional information is provided in Topical Response No. 4.  The reader is also referred to Topical 
Response No. 1 which indicates that CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not 
need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is 
made in the EIR (Section 15204(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines).  This EIR provides that substantial 
good faith effort at full disclosure.  

Comment No. 8-24: 

Second, what specific level of control will be achieved, 100% or some lesser value and how does the 
selected percentage of control meet with standards established by the Regional Board for Medea Creek.   

Response:  

As indicated in Section I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the project will require a variety of 
permits from regulatory agencies, compliance with which will ensure standards established by the 
Regional Board will be met.  These include, but are not necessarily limited to:  

• Section 404 Permit – to alter stream courses and/or wetlands (i.e., Waters of the U.S.) pursuant to 
provisions of the Clean Water Act, to be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; 

• Section 401 Water Quality Certification - required from the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board in conjunction with the issuance of an Army Corps of Engineers' Section 404 Permit 

• Department of Fish and Game Section 1602 Agreement – to implement streambed alterations; 

• National Pollutants Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit - to regulate stormwater 
discharges issued by the  State Water Resources Control Board (See Errata to pg. I-4, item 8); 
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• Los Angeles County Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan – to treat urban storm water 
runoff before it is released to Medea Creek. 

Comment No. 8-25: 

Third, what specific BMPs will be installed; where will they be installed; and what will be the impacts 
from their installation?  All of these are critical impact issues that have been ignored and left unanalyzed 
in this EIR.  Without this analysis it is not possible to assess the total impact of implementing the project 
on erosion and sedimentation and impacts from the specific BMPs that will be implemented for this 
project.  In essence, there is insufficient data to determine whether soil erosion and loss of topsoil impacts 
are actually mitigated, or whether the proposed mitigation may not be successful, or whether the impacts 
of the mitigation measures may cause additional significant impacts over the short- or long-term that will 
need to be further mitigated. 

Response:  

See Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment No. 8-44, below. 

Comment No. 8-26: 

Page III.A-18, it seems unusual that the first issue to be discussed under cumulative impact, landform 
alteration, is not even discussed or analyzed in the geology section.  There is no evaluation regarding the 
significance of the proposed alteration to landforms on the property as a result of proposed grading.  
Specifically, no discussion is provided regarding the creation of 70-foot high cut slopes east of Cornell, 
nor the effect of any cut slopes west of Kanan.  The issue of landform alteration and its visual effect was 
ignored in the analysis and there is no basis for assessing the project’s cumulative contribution to regional 
topographic modifications as implied in the discussion of cumulative impacts.  Further, the cumulative 
impact discussion does not adequately address the topographic modification process.  It introduces this 
discussion and then shifts to a discussion of hazards without ever discussing the cumulative landform 
alterations of the proposed project and the alterations related to two cumulative projects, No. 6 and No. 
10.  As a result the whole analysis of the landform issue is inadequate and flawed. 

Response:  

The analyses contained in Section III.A (Geotechnical Hazards – Grading) of the Draft EIR pertain to 
hazards associated with landform alterations (i.e., slope stability, debris flows, boulder roll, erosion etc.).  
The visual effect of landform alteration is primarily discussed in Section III.I (Visual Qualities).  In 
particular, slope stability of the 70-foot cut slope is discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.A-13; stability 
of cut slopes west of Kanan are similarly discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.A-13.  The visual effects 
of the above mentioned slopes, are specifically discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.I-30. 
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The comment incorrectly states that the cumulative analysis for Section III.A (Geotechnical Hazards – 
Grading) introduces the discussion of topographic modification process but shifts to a discussion of 
hazards without ever discussing the cumulative landform alterations of the proposed project and the 
alterations related to two cumulative projects, No. 6 and No. 10.  In fact, geotechnical hazards are the 
subject of the Cumulative Impacts section on page III.A-18.  The cumulative visual effects of landform 
alteration are discussed in Section III.I (Visual Qualities) of the Draft EIR on page III.I-35.  With respect 
to related projects No. 6 and No. 10 the analyses correctly state: 

“There are no related projects near enough to the project site to have a measurable, direct cumulative 
visual quality impact at the project site.  A review of Figure II-13 reveals that most of the related projects 
are located along the Ventura Freeway Corridor, an area that is experiencing rapid growth.  To the north 
of the project site, the two nearest related projects (i.e., No. 6, Creekside Center, and No. 10, Ted Moore 
Agoura Village) are located at the intersection of Agoura and Kanan Roads.  There are no direct lines-of-
sight between these developments and the project site.  To the south, the nearest related project is the 
development of five single family lots on Kanan Road.  Again, there are no direct lines-of-sight between 
this small related project and the proposed project.  Therefore, these related projects would not combine 
with the proposed project to create the loss of scenic vistas, damage to scenic resources, and/or alteration 
of existing visual character.  All other related projects are even farther away from the project site and 
would not combine with the proposed project to create cumulative visual quality impacts.  Therefore, 
cumulative visual quality impacts would be less than significant.” 

With respect to the revised project, the maximum height of a cut slope would be 40 feet; although, there is 
a very small section of a cut slope between Lot 57 and 58, where the knoll projects westerly on the 
Cornell side of the project, that has a cut of 50 feet and then drops quickly below 40 feet. 

Comment No. 8-27: 

Page III.B-5, the specific mitigation required in the geotechnical reports is not discussed in the EIR text.  
These measures must be discussed in order to determine whether their implementation will cause 
additional adverse environmental impacts.  In some instances, mitigation simply requires a specific kind 
of foundation which does not increase adverse impact; but in other instances, mitigation may require 
blasting of bedrock or pile driving and such mitigation does result in additional adverse environmental 
impacts.  This section of the document defers essential analysis of potential environmental impacts that 
the public and decision makers need in order to fully evaluate the full effects of the proposed project. 

Response:  

Analysis of these issues has not been deferred.  CEQA does not require that every detail of every 
technical report be discussed in the Draft EIR.  Rather, CEQA Guidelines Section 15147 provides that 
“The information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical data, maps plot plans, 
diagrams, and similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant 
environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public.  Placement of highly technical 
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and specialized analysis and data in the body of the EIR should be avoided through inclusion of 
supporting information and analyses as appendices to the main body of the EIR.”  This is the approached 
employed by the Draft EIR.  All of the geotechnical reports referenced in the Draft EIR are included in 
Technical Appendix A, and have been incorporated by reference.   

Also, see Topical Response 1. 

Comment No. 8-28: 

The discussion of ground rupture impact is not logical.  At first the document concludes that potential for 
ground rupture is low.  Then it discusses mitigation for ground shaking, which leads to a conclusion that 
impacts from ground rupture are less than significant.  The mitigation measures for ground shaking can 
do nothing to address ground rupture.  Either the ground rupture impact is less than significant because it 
is low, or the potential impact requires different mitigation. 

Response:  

It is acknowledged that the discussion of ground rupture in Section III.B (Seismicity) is unclear, as the 
mitigation for ground shaking does not address ground rupture.  Therefore, the last paragraph on page 
III.B-5 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) 
to read: “The project site is not in an Alquist Priolo Special Studies Zone, as designated by the State of 
California; and active faults have not been mapped on-site.  The potential for tectonic ground rupture 
during the life of the proposed development is therefore considered low.  Therefore, impacts from ground 
rupture are expected to be less than significant.  No further mitigation is required.” 

 Comment No. 8-29: 

Page III.B-6, how deep is the bedrock at the locations where mitigation is required that fill be placed on 
bedrock?  How much additional excavation over that which would normally occur may be required in this 
area?  Is it possible that the excavated material may not be suitable for fill and may require transport and 
disposal at another location?  Finally, is there any concern regarding the alluvium adjacent to Medea 
Creek where lots 45 through 54 are proposed to be constructed?  This would be the logical location for 
high groundwater tab1e and coarse alluvium at this location could result in significant liquefaction 
hazards. 

Response:  

Based on subsurface data from borings and trenches, depth to bedrock below Lots 25 through 32 and 
landscape Lot 68 (previous Lots 26 through 28, 32, 33, 40, 41, 42 and 44) varies from approximately 5 (+) 
feet to as much as 25 (+) feet.  Additional overexcavation, into bedrock, is not required in these areas 
which are adjacent to Kanan Road.  However, due to possible grading restrictions along the existing road, 
removal projections may not be achievable for the support of the fill sections and wall footings.  Therefore, 
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it may be necessary to establish structure setbacks for the pads located above the fill slopes and retaining 
walls may require special foundation systems to account for the increased settlement potential, where 
complete alluvial removals cannot be performed. 

From a geotechnical standpoint, the excavated materials will be suitable for use as fill materials on the 
subject site. 

Lots 35 through 45 (previously Lots 45 through 54) are located above Medea Creek and are underlain by 
bedrock materials.  Therefore, possible liquefaction of the alluvial materials would not impact these lots.   

Comment No. 8-30: 

In section on potential significance of impacts before mitigation, there is no discussion of the potential 
significant impacts, only a discussion of impacts after mitigated. This section should be revised. 

Response:  

No significant impacts related to seismicity were identified; consequently no mitigation is required.  
Notwithstanding this fact, the project would nevertheless be required to implement the recommendations 
contained in the geotechnical reports and comply with the Los Angeles County Building Code.  To clarify 
the conclusion that no significant impacts have been identified and no mitigation is required, the last 
paragraph on page III.B-6 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions)) to read: “No significant impacts with respect to strong ground shaking, 
ground rupture, slope stability and liquefaction have been identified.” Notwithstanding the fact that 
impacts determined to be less than significant, the Draft EIR included the recommendations from the 
Geotechnical Report (see Appendix A) as Mitigation Measures B-1 through B-6 to yet further reduce the 
identified less than significant impacts. 

Comment No. 8-31: 

Page III.B-8, in all of the discussion of seismic impacts, there has been no discussion of the effect of the 
MPE on the structures that will be constructed if this project is approved.  When an MPE occurs, will the 
buildings survive without any damage or with some damage; will the buildings collapse; and will people 
be safe in the structures?  These simple, but ultimate impact questions, have not been addressed in this 
chapter and they need to be.  This is because the cumulative effect of seismic hazards is rarely that two 
projects will interact to cause a greater "cumulative" hazard, but the addition of new development does 
increase the societal cost and exposure of dealing with the aftermath of an earthquake, for example the 
Northridge earthquake.  The decision-makers need to understand whether this new development will 
result in structures that will significant[ly] increase the demand on society if a MPE occurs in the project 
area, or if the new structures will incur damage, but not significantly so.  Please address this issue, since it 
is the real cumulative effect of seismic hazards on society. 
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Response:  

Contrary to the comment, the maximum probable earthquake (MPE) is discussed in Section III.B of the 
Draft EIR, pages III-B-2 through III.B-4.  All new construction in Los Angeles County is required to 
comply with the 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC).  The UBC’s earthquake design section (Section 
1626) states “structures shall be designed with adequate design strength to withstand the lateral 
displacements induced by the Design Basis Ground Motion”.  The UBC defines Design Basis Ground 
Motion as “that ground motion that has a 10 percent chance of being exceeded in 50 years as determined 
by a site-specific hazards analysis or may be determined from a hazard map”. Furthermore, UBC Section 
1626.1 states, “The purpose of the earthquake provisions herein is primarily to safeguard against major 
structural failures and loss of life, not to limit damage or maintain function”.  Additionally, California 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating 
Seismic Hazards in California, (1997) states, “The task of the developer’s consulting engineering 
geologist and/or civil engineer is to demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the lead agency’s technical 
reviewer, that…the proposed mitigation measures achieve an acceptable level of risk as defined by the 
lead agency and CCR Title 14, Section 3721(a)”.  CCR 14, Section 3721(a) states, “’Acceptable level’ 
means a level that provides reasonable protection of the public safety, though it does not necessarily 
ensure continued structural integrity and functionality of the project.”  These guidelines are considered 
minimum standards for design and construction of buildings in the southern California area and would be 
incorporated into any final project designs.   

It should be noted that conformance to the recommended seismic design criteria does not constitute any 
kind of guarantee or assurance that significant structural damage or ground failure will not occur if a 
maximum level earthquake occurs.  The primary goal of seismic design is to protect life and not to avoid 
all damage.  Following a major earthquake, a building may be damaged beyond repair yet not collapse.  
Based upon this goal, it is concluded that design and construction of the revised project in accordance 
with the recommended seismic design criteria (i.e., peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.40g) would 
achieve an “acceptable level” of risk as defined by CCR Title 14, Section 3721(a).   

With respect to the issue of societal costs, CEQA does not treat social and economic effects as significant 
effects on the environment (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).  Therefore, no further analysis is 
required. 

Comment No. 8-32: 

Page III.C-16, although the potential for significant toxic air emissions is relatively low, the EIR does 
need to address toxic emissions during construction (diesel particulates) and during occupancy of the 
proposed project.  No data, analysis or findings are presented for Toxic Air Contaminants.  Additionally, 
the excavation of bedrock may contain some toxic materials.  For example, in certain areas the presence 
of serpentine bedrock can result in the release of asbestos fragments.  Does the local bedrock have any 
particular constituents that would be considered hazardous[?] 
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Response:  

Carcinogenic or other significant health impacts from diesel exhaust emissions are calculated for an 
assumed exterior exposure of 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, for 70 years.  Significant impacts thus 
occur near substantial chronic emissions sources of diesel particulate matter (DPM).  Construction 
activity emissions are short term, they result from a limited number of sources and they occur during the 
daytime, when many people are away from home and meteorological dispersion is good. 

The California Air Resources Board has developed guidelines that identify potentially significant DPM 
and other carcinogenic emissions sources that may adversely affect residential and other sensitive land 
uses.  These sources and their recommended distance buffers include:  

Carcinogen Source: Recommended Distance Buffer:  
  
Freeways with > 100,000 Vehicles per Day 500 feet 
Arterials with > 50,000 Vehicles per Day 500 feet 
Warehouse Distribution Centers 1,000 feet 
Rail Yards 1,000 feet 
Major Cargo Ports Avoid Immediately Downwind 
Refineries Avoid Immediately Downwind 
Chrome Plating Facilities 1,000 feet 
Dry Cleaners (Perchloride Systems) 300 feet 
Major Gas Stations 300 feet (Major),  50 feet (Small) 
Source: California ARB, 2005 

 

Construction activities generate air emissions that are much less in magnitude, and very much less in 
terms of duration, than the above sources of carcinogenic concern.  Impacts from the revised project 
construction would therefore be small, but obviously not completely zero.   

Calabasas, and all of Southern California, are not areas where serpentine rock is found within the 
aggregate source used to pave roads or construct building pads or other hardscape.  Figure FEIR-18A,  
General Location Guide for Ultramafic Rocks in California, shows the areas of naturally occurring 
asbestos (NOA) in California. Figure FEIR-18B is a blow-up of the Southern California region from 
FEIR-18A; it shows the closest source of naturally occurring asbestos is located in Santa Barbara County. 
The closest NOA deposits to the proposed project site are in the mountains north of Santa Barbara.  
Because the cost of construction is very sensitive to haul distances for aggregate materials, and because 
there is essentially no NOA in any Southern California resources, serpentine rock asbestos impacts are 
negligible for the proposed project.    

Comment No. 8-33: 
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Page III.D-7, it is not clear whether the open space drainage system, including debris basins and pipelines 
is part of the 48+ acres that will be disturbed by the proposal project, or whether these are additional 
disturbances.  What is the area (acreage) of these systems during construction and when permanent, and 
where are these systems located?  What type of access must be maintained to these sites to ensure that 
they can be maintained over the long term[?] 

Response:  

The area of disturbance created by the proposed drainage improvements for the project is included in the 
total area of disturbance previously stated for the revised project – i.e., 27.39 acres for the revised project.  
These improvements and necessary access for the previously proposed project are shown in the Draft EIR 
on Figure III.D-3.  
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be present. Small amounts of chrysotile asbestos are common in serpentinite 
because chrysotile is one of the serpentine group minerals.  Tremolite-actinolite 
asbestos (amphibole asbestos) may also occur with serpentinite, but such
occurrences are less common than chrysotile asbestos.

This map should not be used to determine whether bedrock or soil on a particular
parcel of land in or adjacent to areas identified as ultramafic rocks contains asbestos. 
A site-specific investigation would be required to make such a determination.

Consequently, such occurrences are not shown on this map.

The small scale of this map (1:1,000,000) precludes showing detailed boundaries 
of ultramafic rock units and small occurrences of ultramafic rocks. It should be used 
only as a general guide to the presence of ultramafic rocks that may contain asbestos. 
This map is derived from the Geologic Map of California (1:750,000 scale - one inch
equals about 12 miles), Jennings (1977). No ultramafic rocks are shown in Solano and
Madera counties on this map. However, ultramafic rocks are shown as present in
these counties on available more detailed maps at scales of 1:250,000 (one inch 
equals about 4 miles) and larger. In addition to association with ultramafic rock and 
serpentinite, asbestos minerals are also known to occur in association with some faults

This rock type has a greasy or waxy appearance and may be dark to light green, 
brown, yellow or white. In addition to serpentine minerals, small amounts of other 
minerals such as magnetite, chromite, talc, brucite, and tremolite-actinolite may 

Serpentinite -- Serpentinite is a rock consisting almost entirely of one or more 
serpentine minerals. Serpentinite is not identified as a separate rock unit on this 
map but is likely to be found within areas of ultramafic rock shown on the map.

in particular geologic settings, certain non-ultramafic related metamorphic rock types,
and magnesium-rich carbonate rocks such as dolomite. These asbestos occurrences
are much less common and their locations less well known than for ultramafic rocks.

Asbestos -- Asbestos is the generic term for the naturally occurring fibrous
(asbestiform) varieties of six silicate minerals. These minerals are: chrysotile, 
tremolite (when fibrous), actinolite (when fibrous), crocidolite (fibrous riebeckite), 

usually do not occur as fibrous crystals and are not asbestos minerals. Although 
the term serpentine is commonly used to refer to the rock serpentinite, it is 
actually the name of the group of minerals that makes up the rock serpentinite.

amphibole mineral group. Asbestos also refers to an industrial product obtained
by mining and processing deposits of the asbestiform minerals listed above. 

serpentinite in small veins, where the fibers are oriented perpendicular to the 
vein walls (cross-fiber veins) or parallel to the vein walls (slip-fiber veins). 
Chrysotile fibers are one type of asbestos. The other serpentine minerals 

anthophyllite (when fibrous), and amosite (fibrous cummingonite-grunerite). 
Chrysotile is the most common asbestos mineral in California and belongs to
the serpentine mineral group. The remaining asbestos minerals belong to the

Serpentine --The serpentine group minerals are hydrous magnesium silicate 
minerals, of which lizardite, antigorite and chrysotile are the most common. 
Chrysotile forms crystals that are naturally fibrous. These fibers occur in 

MAP USAGE AND LIMITATIONS

Definitions

Note--occurrences of non-ultramafic rock types, such as gabbro or diabase, may be 
included within some of the ultramafic rock areas shown on this map. Asbestos is much 
less likely to be associated with these non-ultramafic rock types.

This map may be viewed on the California Department of Conservation website at
http://www.consrv.ca.gov, which includes links to other sites with asbestos information.

The ultramafic rock areas shown on this map are adapted from Jennings, C.W., 1977,
Geologic Map of California, California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and 
Geology, Geologic Data Map No. 2, scale 1:750,000.

partially to completely altered to serpentinite, a type of metamorphic rock. Sometimes
the metamorphic conditions are right for the formation of chrysotile asbestos or tremolite-
actinolite asbestos in bodies of ultramafic rock or along their boundaries.

minerals olivine, augite, hypersthene, or less commonly hornblende. Ultramafic rocks
form in high temperature environments well below the surface of the earth. By the time 
they are exposed at the surface by uplift and erosion, ultramafic rocks may be 

Ultramafic rocks are dunite, peridotite, pyroxenite, and less common in California,
hornblendite (IUGS classification of ultramafic rocks, in Philpotts, 1990*). These
igneous rocks contain 90 percent or more of the dark colored iron-magnesium-silicate

*Philpotts, A.R., 1990, Principles of igneous and metamorphic petrology, Figure 6-3,
IUGS (International Union of Geological Sciences) classification of ultramafic rocks:
Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, page 96.

be an issue. In these areas, consideration of the implications of the presence or
absence of asbestos through examination of more detailed maps and site-specific
investigations could be warranted as part of public or private decision making.

This map shows the areas more likely to contain natural occurrences of asbestos
in California. Its purpose is to inform government agencies, private industry and 
the public of the areas in the State where natural occurrences of asbestos may

MAP PURPOSE

Natural occurrences of asbestos are more likely to be encountered in, and
immediately adjacent to, areas of ultramafic rocks. The general location of these 
rocks is noted on this map. While geologic conditions are more likely for asbestos
formation in or near these areas, its presence is not certain. The only way to 
establish the presence or absence of asbestos at a specific location is through
a detailed site examination by a qualified geologist.

EXPLANATION OF ULTRAMAFIC ROCK UNIT

INFORMATION SOURCES
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DISCLAIMER
The State of California and the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines 
and Geology make no representations or warranties as to the actual presence or
absence of natural asbestos at specific sites within or near the ultramafic rock areas
shown on this map. Further, the State and the Department make no representations 
or warranties regarding the accuracy of the data shown on the map. Neither the State
nor the Department shall be liable under any circumstances for any direct, indirect, 
special, incidental or consequential damages with respect to any claim by any user
or any third party on account of or arising from the use of this map.

Acknowledgement: Dr. R.G. Coleman, Professor Emeritus, 
Stanford University reviewed a draft version of this map.
Dr. Coleman's suggestions and comments 
are greatly appreciated.

Massive serpentinite, partially to completely serpentinized peridotite (ultramafic rock), 
with a brown to reddish brown weathered surface due to oxidation of iron.

Sheared serpentinite showing its characteristic variegated green color and greasy luster.

Highly sheared and somewhat weathered light green to white serpentinite.

Cross-fiber chrysotile (asbestos) vein, 3/4 inch wide, in serpentinite.
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Comment No. 8-34: 

Although the County may require a 50-year inundation area to be considered, an alternative reasonable 
standard is the 100-year inundation area.  Please show where the 100-year flood hazard area is on Medea 
Creek and where the structures are relative to this flood elevation in the Creek. 

Response:  

The 100-year flood hazard area, or the “Capital Flood Plain Boundary” as defined by the County of Los 
Angeles Flood Control District Plan No. 370-ML11, is shown in the Draft EIR as the shaded area in 
Figure III.D-3 (Drainage Concept Plan).  It represents the 100-year storm event, not a 50-year event.  The 
text in the Draft EIR that refers to the 50-year inundation area is in error.  To correct the text, the last 
sentence of the first partial paragraph on page III.D-4 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR 
(see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to read: “The on-site portion of the Medea Creek floodplain 
(i.e., the area subject to inundation during a 100-year storm) is demonstrated in Figure III.D-2, Hydrology 
Map of Existing Conditions.” The following additional changes have also been made: the first sentence of 
the first complete paragraph on page III.D-8 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR (see 
Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to read: “The onsite 100-year inundation area along Medea Creek 
has been delineated and a 50-foot flood hazard setback area, beyond the inundation area, has been 
established.”  Also, the third sentence of the fourth complete paragraph on page III.D-11 in the Draft EIR 
has been changed in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to read: “However, as 
previously mentioned, the 100-year floodplain has been delineated for this area and the project will 
established a 50-foot flood hazard setback area, beyond the inundation area.”   

Comment No. 8-35: 

The discussion on page III.D-11 regarding the reduction in storm runoff includes a comment that "the 
lower elevations would be developed with high percentages of pervious surfaces."  This does not make 
sense.  The project will include extensive impervious surfaces relative to the existing condition which 
does not contain much impervious surface.  To claim that the after development site would contain a high 
percentage of pervious surfaces ignores what the project is being compared to, which is the undeveloped 
condition.  An actual reduction in the 50-year runoff may occur, but the statement that this is due to 
pervious surface needs to be corrected. 

Response:  

The existing site conditions include steep slopes with thin soil mantle and hard bedrock.  These conditions 
create high runoff rates and low infiltration rates.  Consequently, most precipitation that currently falls on 
the site runs off into Medea Creek.  The comment correctly points out that the development of the site 
would include such impermeable surfaces as structures, roads and hardscape.  However, the proposed 
grading would create gentler slopes, near level building pads and would add permeable soil for 
landscaping.  Gentler slopes and flat building pads have the effect of slowing the rate of runoff, while at 
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the same time increasing the potential for soil infiltration.  In addition, North Area Plan Policy IV-18 
requires all new development to incorporate best management practices (BMPs) to reduce runoff by 
incorporating into the project design such building techniques as using permeable materials for private 
sidewalks, driveways and interior roadways.  Furthermore, Policy IV-19 requires all new development to 
promote stormwater infiltration by using such approaches as directing rooftop runoff into landscaped 
areas.  The text in the Draft EIR on page III.D-11 is correct as it stands and does not need to be corrected.  
For further discussion, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 8-36: 

Page III.D-15, the conclusion regarding the 100-year flood plain hazard is not supported by any data in 
the Draft EIR.  All of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR addresses the 50-year flood hazard area.  
Thus, the finding in this section is both unsubstantiated and inadequate to meet the CEQA requirements.  
Data on the 100-year flood hazard elevation must be included in this document to determine whether the 
setbacks are adequate to protect proposed structures adjacent to Medea Creek from flood damage. 
Similarly, mitigation measure D-2 on the following page does not clearly provide protection from the 
100-year flood hazard elevations. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 8-34.  The 50-foot setback area identified in Mitigation Measure D-2 is 
for the 100-year flood hazard area, not the 50-year year flood hazard area.   

Comment No. 8-37: 

Page III.D-16, measure D-1 is in essence a deferral of evaluation of potential impacts for the following 
reason.  The analysis in this document indicates that the Drainage Concept will be implemented, and as 
implemented, it will not cause significant adverse impacts.  However, this measure allows the County 
Department of Public Works to subsequently revise the Drainage Concept without further review.  Either 
the County has approved the Drainage Concept a[s] presented, or the possible County modifications need 
to be analyzed in this document and not deferred to the future. 

Response:  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 provides that “An EIR should be prepared with sufficient degree of 
analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which 
intelligently takes into account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental 
effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the 
light of what is reasonably feasible.”  The Department of Public Works approved the Drainage Concept 
for the previously proposed 81-lot project (included in Appendix E of the DEIR).  The Drainage Concept 
for the revised project will be similar to the design that has already been approved.  However, because the 
revised project involves less landform disturbance and fewer homes, its impacts would be equal to or less 
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than those associated with the previously approved Drainage Concept. Therefore, no deferral of 
evaluation has occurred.  

Comment No. 8-38: 

The same problem exists with the impacts associated with the "newly graded portion of Kanan Road."  
The stormwater conveyance and creek protection measures need to be defined and evaluated now, not 
deferred to the future.  Otherwise, the potential impacts; such as loss of riparian vegetation, will not be 
defined. 

Response:  

Potential grading along Kanan Road to widen the roadway shoulder is no longer proposed along the 
westerly edge of Kanan Road.  Also, the roadway transition widening for a right-turn lane into Street “E”, 
instead of a long transition, has eliminated the impact to the Dudleya,   Consequntly, direct impacts to the 
Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya have been avoided.  No riparian vegetation exists on the west side of 
Kanan Road 

Grading for the 61-lot project scheme has been reduced along the easterly side of Kanan Road opposite 
“A” Street by shifting the intersection at “D” Street southerly into an area of the site which is already 
disturbed.  This revision eliminates the grading north of the old entry to Street “D” and encroaching into 
Medea Creek North of lot 36. 

In addition, the grading for the storm drain maintenance access ramp from the east side of Kanan Road 
down into Medea Creek was relocated to the south side of the project, south of new lot 55, to align with 
the existing drain outlet and storm drain easements.  This revision also pulls the grading outside the major 
drainage course of Medea Creek and reduces the impacts to Riparian Habitat 

Comment No. 8-39: 

Where and what type of energy dissipaters will be installed and what is their impact? 

Response:  

Energy dissipaters will be constructed at the outlets to drainage systems discharging into Medea Creek.  
The storm water flows will be slowed by rip-rap boulders, grouted in place where necessary, placed to 
simulate a natural streambed.  Concrete headwalls will be constructed at the outlet of the storm drain 
pipes as required by the County of Los Angeles.   

None of the storm drainage outlet structures are anticipated to require construction of concrete “baffle” 
blocks or special concrete structures to reduce the velocity and energy of the storm waters.  Energy 
dissipaters will be constructed in accordance with drainage plans approved by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works and Streambed Alteration Agreements with the Department of Fish and 
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Game.  Construction-related impacts would involve short-term disturbance of the stream bank and/or 
streambed.  The conditions for these approvals are specifically designed to ensure that the short-term 
impacts would be fully mitigated. No significant long-term impacts would occur. 

Comment No. 8-40: 

Page III.D-17, how can the City or developer force a private property owner to maintain drainage devices 
and if they are not maintained, what is the consequence? 

Response:  

CC&R’s will be prepared in concert with the establishment of a Home Owner’s Association, to address 
the general maintenance of drainage devices which are on private property.  The HOA shall have the 
authority to receive HOA dues and utilize those monies when required to fund maintenance that is not 
accomplished by either the private owner or the County.  The HOA may also have the authority of 
making assessments to private homeowners for additional maintenance.  In addition, many of the drainage 
devices will be provided public access for maintenance as required by the County of Los Angeles through 
recorded public easements. 

Comment No. 8-41: 

Page III.E-4, after describing the beneficial uses, where are the water quality objectives defined that need 
to be met for these uses in Medea Creek?  Without these it is not possible to evaluate the short- and long-
term water quality impacts of the proposed project. 

Response:  

The water quality objectives are defined by the Water Quality Control Plan Los Angeles Region (Basin 
Plan).  For further information regarding water quality, see Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 8-42: 

Page III.E-8, the analysis of bacteria identifies a reduction in bacterial loadings from low density 
residential uses that would apply to the proposed project.  However, no similar value is given for 
nutrients, nitrogen and phosphorus. 

Response:  

See Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 8-43: 
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Page III.E-9, in order to dismiss other pollutants with objectives in the Basin Plan as irrelevant, it is 
necessary to identify them and indicate why they are not likely to be discharged by low-density residential 
land uses. 

Response:  

Direction was taken from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board staff regarding which 
of the pollutants listed in the Basin Plan would require analysis in the Draft EIR.  Specific direction was 
given by the RWQCB to choose pollutants for analysis in the Draft EIR based on the types of pollutants 
that were anticipated to be generated by the proposed project.  An identification of all pollutants listed in 
the Basin Plan, as well as an explanation of their non-relevance, was not required or requested by the 
RWQCB.   

Comment No. 8-44: 

Page III.E-14, the discussion regarding the SWPPP and BMP is conclusory not analytical.  The specific 
control of pollutants that must be achieved to meet the current TMDL and Basin Plan water quality 
objectives by the BMPs is not defined and evaluated in the EIR.  Assuming that the site will be exposed 
to substantial surface runoff during its construction, what level of pollutant removals will the project 
BMPs achieve, i.e., all nutrients must be captured due to the existing TMDL exceedance; all bacteria must 
be captured due to the existing TMDL exceedance; all trash must be captured; and all sediment must be 
captured to meet the TMDL requirements.  There is not demonstration that the selected BMPs will 
achieve these requirements and not further degrade the downstream water quality during site construction.  
Fundamentally, the EIR does not provide any analysis to demonstrate that the level of control of storm 
water discharges from construction sites will fulfill the identified thresholds of significance. 

Response:  

According to the Fact Sheet for Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ, NPDES General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity, a quantitative analysis of BMP pollutant 
removals is not required.  As stated in the Construction Permit, “Permits for storm water discharges 
associated with construction activity shall meet all applicable provisions of Sections 301 and 402 of the 
Clean Water Act(CWA).  These provisions require controls of pollutant discharges that utilize best 
available technology economically achievable (BAT) and best conventional pollutant control technology 
(BCT) to reduce pollutants and any more stringent controls necessary to meet water quality standards.  It 
is not feasible at this time to establish numeric effluent limitations.  The reasons why it is not feasible to 
establish numeric effluent limitations are discussed in detail in SWRCB Order Nos. WQ 91-03 and WQ 
91-04.  Therefore, the effluent limitations contained in this General Permit are narrative and include the 
requirement to implement appropriate BMPs.  The BMPs shall primarily emphasize source controls such 
as erosion control and pollution prevention methods.  The discharger shall also install structural controls, 
as necessary, such as sediment control which will constitute BAT and BCT and will achieve compliance 
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with water quality standards.  The narrative effluent limitations constitute compliance with requirements 
of the CWA.” 

As stated in the Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ, NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002, 
identification of a sampling and analysis strategy and sampling schedule for discharges from construction 
activity is required for construction projects that discharge directly into water bodies impaired for 
sedimentation according to CWA Section 303(d).  Runoff from the project site would flow into Medea 
Creek, which is listed for sedimentation.  Therefore, compliance with Mitigation Measure E-21 on page 
III.D-28, as well as implementation of Mitigation Measures E-1 through E-23, constitute compliance with 
WQO99-08-DWQ and will ensure that construction activities on the project site would be in compliance 
with water quality standards. (Source: Enrique Loera, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Broad, (213) 620-2244).   

In order to clarify that the SWPPP is a requirement of the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of 
Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit, 99-08-DWQ),   
Mitigation Measure E-21 on page III.E-28 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR (see Section 
III (Corrections and Additions)) to read:  

E-21 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for construction of the proposed project, the project 
applicant shall obtain coverage under the NPDES General Storm Water Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ).  The project 
applicant shall file a Notice of Intent, prepare a SWPPP, and submit the appropriate fees to the State 
Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality in order to obtain coverage for construction 
activities.  Pursuant to the permit requirements, the project applicant shall minimize construction related 
pollutants in the site runoff through the implementation of Best Management Practices.   

Comment No. 8-45: 

Page III.E-16, after reviewing the possible benefits of the clarifiers that will be installed with the project, 
there is no analysis of the potential discharge compliance with the TMDL limitation or the overall water 
quality objectives previously listed.  Thus, we have a system that is being installed and no data are 
provided to demonstrate that this system is adequate to remove the required quantities of pollutants, 
particularly of those that are not likely to be removed by filters, such as nitrogen, phosphorus and 
bacteria.  Without demonstrating compliance with these thresholds, it is not possible to conclude that the 
project can be constructed without making a cumulatively significant contribution to already degraded 
water in Medea creek. 

Response:  

Depending on the type of equipment, apparatus or facilities that will be installed, which depends very 
much on the County’s upcoming TMDL program, the percentage of pollutants that can be intercepted can 
be up to 100 percent.  However, at the present time there is no good definition of what the County will 
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require to be intercepted and removed.  Therefore, the level of cleansing that the project will provide will 
be commensurate with the County’s standing policy at the time. 

See Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 8-46: 

Further, the text on this page implies that the secondary storm drain system will also collect runoff from 
natural areas, but the text in the previous chapter indicates that the flows that will be captured are those 
from the proposed developed portion of the project site.  Please clarify. 

Response:  

As discussed in Section III.D, of the Draft EIR (page III.D-7) storm drainage improvements proposed by 
the revised project include two separate storm drain systems.  One system would convey debris (burned 
and bulked) flows generated in the open spaces surrounding the project site, and one system would 
convey urban runoff generated by the residential lots and connecting streets.  No urban runoff will enter 
the bulked flow systems.  The burned and bulked flow system is designed to intercept the 50-year storm 
runoff below natural open space areas by a desilting/debris basin, bulked flow inlets, and intercept ditches 
(brow and terrace drains).  Actually, the burned and bulked flow system is a set of separate subsystems all 
designed to convey bulked flows from the natural open spaces and discharge into Medea Creek, in the 
process, conserving sediment balance in the Creek and reducing erosion potential.   

Comment No. 8-47: 

The discussion of energy diffusers is not very informative.  As in previous instances in this document, too 
much is left to the imagination, i.e., deferred.  Specifically, at each of the discharge locations for the 
stormwater system, it is necessary to identify whether "rip-rap" will be used for the purpose or some other 
design.  We also need the information defining the footprint and exact location where the energy 
dissipaters will be installed, i.e., in the Medea Creek channel or upstream of the channel.  Finally, some 
specific objective regarding the discharge rate, volume and speed needs to be provided to be able to verify 
that the energy dissipaters are sufficient to deliver the runoff in the pipes to the channel without causing 
downstream erosion.  Without these data, the conclusion regarding control of downstream erosion cannot 
be verified and a finding of less than significant impact cannot be supported. 

Response:  

The incorporation of energy diffusers or dissipaters into the project’s storm drain systems to slow the 
outlet velocity of storm waters being discharged into Medea Creek has been modified for the new 61-lot 
project to reduce the number of storm drain outlets from five to three proposed outlet locations.  Two 
drainage outlets are proposed along Kanan Road, both of which drain into Medea Creek from areas at 
tributary drainages existing under Kanan Road: they are  proposed behind lot 44 and opposite of lot 46.  
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The third drainage outlet is proposed to drain into Medea Creek at the location of the washed out bridge at 
Silver Creek Road. 

The exact configurations of the proposed energy dissipations will not be defined until final engineering 
and calculations are complete, but preliminarily, the size of the dissipation area is expected to be 
approximately ten to fifteen feet in width and approximately 20 feet in length.  Flow rates in the storm 
drainage piping may be expected to reach 15 fps, and outlet velocity is expected near 5 fps for drainage 
into Medea Creek.  Keep in mind that Medea Creek has an estimated flow rate of 18,500 cfs as a capital 
flood control facility, whereas the contributing flows from the onsite drainage systems are only 
approximately 560 cfs for the entire 320-acre site.  Thus, the impact of additional erosion on the creek due 
to the onsite drainage, if noticeable, will be negligible.     

Comment No. 8-48: 

Page III.E-17, the landscape plan is deferred to the future. This plan is essential to evaluating and 
determining whether the source control BMPs can and are being implemented.  Deferral of the plan to the 
future prevents the general public and decision makers from understanding whether the plan will be 
effective for this purpose and whether the plan itself causes additional adverse environmental effects.  
Without these data, the EIR is inadequate. 

Response:  

A Design Guidelines and Landscape Plan are provided in Appendices K and L, respectively, of this Final 
EIR.  No deferral has occurred.  

Comment No. 8-49: 

Page III.E-18, either the text or the table are mislabeled and mis-referenced on this page.  Please indicate 
what the correct table number should be. 

Response:  

The comment is correct that the table number is mislabeled in the text.  The first sentence of the second 
paragraph on page III.E-18 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions)) to read: “Findings from both of these studies are summarized in Table III.E-
4 below, which illustrates the median event mean concentrations (EMC) for residential land uses.”  In 
addition, the fourth sentence of the last paragraph on page III.E-18 in the Draft EIR has been changed in 
the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to read: “However, as illustrated in Table 
III.E-4, typical pollutant loads and concentrations for TSS are available for residential land uses.” 

Comment No. 8-50: 
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Page III.E-19, there is no foundation for assuming that TSS and TDS are comparable.  In particular, 
several of the pollutants of concern occur as TDS ,(phosphorus and nitrates) and suspended solids may 
have no relationship to these pollutants.  Using TSS as a surrogate is not an acceptable bait and switch 
option to make a determination that the project would be consistent with the 2,00 mg/L TDS standard.  
This is a basic flaw in the analysis and constitutes an inadequate evaluation of the issue. 

Response:  

See Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 8-51: 

The analysis of TSS ignores the construction component of this project and without knowing the 
background concentrations of TSS in the relevant portion of Medea Creek land the project’s cumulative 
contribution to the Creek, the conclusion made in this section is not correlated to the standard, i.e., will 
the TSS cause a nuisance or adversely affect beneficial rises which are already degraded. 

Response:  

See Topical Response No. 4 and Response to No. 8-44. 

Comment No. 8-52: 

Page III.E-19, the analysis of hydrocarbon removal indicates 85% will be removed.  That means that 15% 
of the hydrocarbons that come off of the newly developed portion of the project site will be delivered to 
the creek.  This is a new increment of hydrocarbons that would not be delivered to the creek without this 
development.  How much is estimated to get to the creek?  Without this information and its overall effect 
on the creek water quality standard for hydrocarbons, this analysis is not complete, as it does not indicate 
what the actual impact on the creek will be.  Similarly, the text claims that the equipment will remove 
other urban pollutants.  Which ones?  And are they removed at a rate of 85% as well.  Please clarify. 

Response:  

Hydrocarbons are not listed as a pollutant of concern on the CWA 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies for 
waters on the project site or downstream of the project site.  Compliance with applicable County of Los 
Angeles SUSMP requirements and coverage under NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm 
Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit, 99-08-DWQ) are adequate 
measures to ensure that the development of the project site would not significantly impact water quality.  
Mitigation Measures E-1 through E-25 and E-26 detail the Best Management Practices that will be 
implemented and the required compliance with applicable regulatory agencies.  An incremental increase 
in hydrocarbons to the local waterbodies would not constitute a significant impact, as long as SUSMP 
requirements are incorporated into the project design and construction activities are performed according 
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to NPDES Construction General Permit requirements.  Therefore, a quantitative analysis is not required.  
Also, see Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 8-53: 

Page III.E-20, the discussion of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers also suffers from a lack of data and 
analysis.  First, the master landscape plan is not provided and it is not possible to determine whether it 
will accomplish what is stated.  So, reliance on a document not yet compiled, but deferred, is a wholly 
unacceptable basis upon which to base ;a conclusion of no significant impact.  Second, the real world 
doesn’t always accommodate the use of these chemicals.  You cannot have non-toxic herbicides or 
pesticides, this is a non-sequiter.  You can have such chemicals with lower toxicity, but they are still 
likely to get into the water and some may adversely impact the biota in Medea Creek because they contain 
endocrine-disrupters.  Finally, any use of fertilizers, associated with typical, urban run off due to 
irrigation, will deliver nitrates, sulfates and phosphates to the creek.  There is already a TMDL for the 
creek for these materials and any additions would be significant.  The stormwater may need to be treated 
[by] the project to reduce these pollutants due to the background levels of pollution.  Without an analysis 
of these issues, the conclusion in this section is unsupported and the finding of less than significant 
impact cannot be made. 

Response:  

Pesticides and herbicides are not listed as a pollutant of concern on the CWA 303(d) list of impaired 
waterbodies for waters on the project site or downstream of the project site.  Compliance with applicable 
County of Los Angeles SUSMP requirements and coverage under NPDES General Permit for Discharges 
of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit, 99-08-DWQ) are 
adequate measures to ensure that the development of the project site would not significantly impact water 
quality.  Mitigation Measures E-1 through E-25 and Mitigation Measure E-26 detail the Best 
Management Practices that will be implemented and the required compliance with applicable regulatory 
agencies.  Additionally, Mitigation Measure F-6 (see Section III, (Corrections and Addtions) of this 
FEIR) states specific restrictions on pesticide use during construction and operation of the proposed 
project.  An incremental increase in pesticides or herbicides to the local waterbodies would not constitute 
a significant impact, as long as SUSMP requirements are incorporated into the project design and 
construction activities are performed according to NPDES Construction General Permit requirements.  
Therefore, a quantitative analysis is not required.  Also, see Response to No. 8-44. 

In order to clarify that that the use of pesticides, herbicides, rodenticides and fertilizers would be 
prohibited in open space lots Mitigation Measure F-7 (2) on page III.F-47 of the Draft EIR has been 
revised and renumbered as F-6 (2) in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to 
address this issue.  

Comment No. 8-54: 
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Page III.E-21, what constitutes "regular street sweeping" and do we know how effective such sweeping is 
in removing trash and debris based on the sweeping schedule?  Please clarify. 

Response:  

Street sweeping is a common practice for controlling the build-up of trash and is considered very 
effective, as evidenced by its wide-spread practice.  Sweeping the streets once a week would constitute 
regular street sweeping. Mitigation Measure E-24 on page III.E-29 in the Draft EIR has been changed in 
the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to read:  “A program of weekly roadway and 
driveway sweeping shall be implemented by the project applicant/developer/builder.  As required by the 
project’s CC&Rs, this program shall become the on-going responsibility of the home owners’ association 
upon its establishment.”   

Comment No. 8-55: 

Page III.E-22, please provide the basis for determining that a clarifier can remove up to 90% of dissolved 
nitrogen and phosphorus.  In addition, what is the average removal percentage as opposed to the 
maximum.  Further, what was the location for the reference to EPA data base for the amount of nitrogen 
and phosphorus relative to low density development[?]  Was it a southwestern state or another location 
that may not be applicable to horticultural practices found in southern California. 

Response:  

The source of the data on phosphorus and nitrogen relative to low density development is the 
“Preliminary Data Summary of Urban Storm Water Best Management Practices” published by the 
USEPA, Office of Water (Document No. EPA-821-R-99-012) in August 1999.  The information 
presented in the text of the EIR can be sourced to Table 4-3 of this USEPA report. 

Section 2.3 of this report describes the data sources and collection techniques.  The text states, “Since 
1995, EPA and the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) have operated under a cooperative 
agreement to develop a database of storm water BMP design and performance.  The initial version of this 
database provides pollutant removal data and other performance measures on approximately 75 BMPs 
based on published studies and reports.  These studies and reports were carefully selected for a 
comprehensive screening of virtually all available published literature on BMP performance, amounting 
to about 800 bibliographic references.” 

Comment No. 8-56: 

It is the dry-weather runoff from the development that poses the greatest problem.  A landscape 
maintenance plan that is not available for review cannot be used to conclude that it will be effective in 
controlling pesticide, herbicide and fertilizer pollutants.  For example will the plan be enforced on 
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individual homeowners; will irrigation be controlled to ensure there will be no dry weather runoff, how 
will this be accomplished?  These remain unanswered questions. 

Response:  

The Design Guidelines and Landscape Plan are included in Appendices K and L, respectively, of this 
Final EIR.  As discussed in the Draft EIR on page I-14, the master landscape plan would guide 
landscaping on the private grounds of occupied residential lots.  The mitigation measure identified in the 
Draft EIR as F-4 has been renumbered F-3 in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions).  
Newly renumbered Mitigation Measure F-3 provides, in part, that planting requirements on privately held 
parcels and common areas must be recorded within the CC&Rs of the homeowners’ association and each 
homeowner. Mitigation Measure I-1-1 provides that all proposed private residential landscape plans must 
conform to the project’s landscape plan requirements for plant material selection, irrigation systems, and 
the use of pesticides, herbicides, rodenticides and fertilizers.  To control irrigation, the master landscape 
plan proposes water conserving irrigation systems and the planting of drought tolerant plants (see Draft 
EIR, page I-14).  The master landscape plan would accomplish irrigation control through the requirement 
that the homeowners’ association retain a landscape contractor thoroughly familiar with the provisions of 
the landscape plan for its ongoing implementation (see Mitigation Measure I-1-3).  

Comment No. 8-57: 

Page III.E-23, it is not clear where the 1% value of bacteria from Low Density Residential derives.  The 
previous table allocated 74% of the bacterial pollution to this use in the pertinent portion of Medea Creek.  
Assuming low density residential causes only 1% of current levels is not consistent with this high 
percentage contribution previously identified.  The analysis presented on this page regarding removal of 
bacteria is useless because it does not quantify the residual bacterial concentration (even assuming 97% 
could be removed) that would be delivered to Medea Creek lower reach. In addition, there are no data 
presented that clarifier and filters remove bacteria or what specific percentage of bacteria maybe 
removed.  Second, the desilting basin has nothing to do with the developed portion of the project site 
which is the primary source of bacteria.  Without additional data and correction of assumptions, a finding 
regarding the bacterial issue cannot be made.  Regardless, even the optimistic analysis presented here 
does not indicate that the surface runoff, particularly the dry weather runoff, will have all bacteria 
removed.  Any additional increment from a developed site during the summer (note that the undeveloped 
site would not have any runoff during the summer when there is no precipitation), when compared to the 
already existing bacterial levels in the creek channel, represents a significant adverse impact on the creek. 

Response:  

See Topical Response No. 4.  The desilting basin located near Street C would intercept off-site 
stormwater runoff flows.  Open space areas can be a significant contributor of bacteria to receiving waters 
depending on wildlife activity, domestic animal activity, and equestrian uses.  Therefore, it is appropriate 
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to mention in the text that the basin will retain debris and flows that would otherwise flow in to Medea 
Creek; the basin therefore provides mitigation for contaminants contributed by upstream, off-site areas. 

Comment No. 8-58: 

Page III-E-24, the analysis on this page misses the point.  In fact, summer runoff is probably dominated 
by dry-weather surface runoff from all urban development.  The proposed project will contribute to this 
runoff which will make up the majority of what percolates downstream.  If upstream water is 
contaminated (it obviously is contaminated with nitrates, phosphates and bacteria), this project will make 
a minor contribution to the overall surface water flows in the summer that are likely to percolate into the 
groundwater basin at the confluence of Malibu Creek and the Pacific Ocean.  Some conclusion regarding 
the significance of this impact, based on the current water quality of the groundwater needs to be included 
in this document so the people that rely upon this groundwater basin understand the potential impacts. 

Response:  

See Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 8-59: 

Page III.E-25, the statement about the project not affecting percolation is flawed.  As indicated due to 
onsite impermeable surfaces after development, no percolation could continue to occur on the alluvial 
bench located between Kanan and Medea Creek.  Surface runoff would be diverted and if any percolation 
occurs it would occur downstream away from the immediate project area.  This may be a less than 
significant impact, if no local residents have installed wells to use groundwater, but it has not been 
properly characterized. 

Response:  

The comment is not correct.  The analyses in the Draft EIR do not state that the project will not affect 
percolation.  Rather, the analyses address both the concern for percolation of pollutants from urban runoff 
and the potential for decreased percolation.  Specifically, the text in the second paragraph on Page III.E-
25 states: “However, due to the proximity of the proposed development to Medea Creek, potential water 
quality impacts to local groundwater from site runoff could constitute a significant impact prior to 
mitigation.  With the implementation of the BMPs included in the project design, including three storm 
drain clarifiers, the desilting inlet, and filtration inlet, potential impacts to groundwater would be reduced 
to a level less than significant. 

The text in the third paragraph on Page III.E-25 states: “The potential for percolation of surface water into 
the groundwater table beneath the site and in areas downstream of the project site would not be impacted 
by the proposed project.  Foremost, little percolation occurs on the undeveloped project site due to the 
impermeable bedrock and the steepness of the slopes.  However, the proposed project would release 
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stormwater from its storm drains into the earth-bottom Medea Creek; any potential 
infiltration/percoloation to groundwaters in the project vicinity would be only slightly delayed after 
development.  Runoff from the project site would still fully infiltrate into the ground either within the 
project’s open space, desilting inlet, or within the soils of the creekbed.  Therefore, the development of 
the proposed project would have a negligible and less than significant impact on the amount of 
percolation into the groundwater basin.” 

The comment is also incorrect when it states that “due to onsite impermeable surfaces after development, 
no percolation could continue to occur on the alluvial bench located between Kanan and Medea Creek.”  
Precipitation will continue to fall on Kanan Road and on the alluvial bench and will continue to percolate 
in the alluvial bench.   

Comment No. 8-60: 

Page III.E-26, measure E-3 ignores material spilled on permeable surfaces or into surface water.  With 
construction directly adjacent to Medea Creek, both for new homes and for drainage facilities, additional 
measures must be specified to address this circumstance.  Without them, potentially significant water 
quality degradation could occur with consequent significant impact. 

Response:  

The analyses in the Draft EIR do not rely on Mitigation Measure E-3 to resolve all construction-related 
contingencies that might affect water quality in Medea Creek.  In fact, Mitigation Measures E-1 through 
E-23 all address potential construction-related impacts.  Furthermore, as discussed more fully in Topical 
Response No. 4, except where specifically required by EPA to perform additional measures, the BMPs 
required in the SWPPP are considered as stringent as necessary to ensure that discharges do not cause or 
contribute to violations of applicable state water quality standards. As such, EPA expects that compliance 
with the terms of the general permit will ensure compliance with water quality standards.  

Comment No. 8-61: 

Measure E-4 defers mitigation definition until a later date.  This is impermissible.  The measure needs to 
specify the schedule of leak checks; the location of vehicles and material storage and of equipment 
maintenance, and whether major maintenance can be conducted onsite or must be handled offsite. 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment, no deferral of mitigation has occurred.  As noted in Mitigation Measure E-4, 
the specific schedule for leaks and repairs will be specified in the Grading Plan approved by the 
Department of Public Works.  This will occur during the County’s process for issuance of the grading 
permit, which only occurs after project approval. However, the mitigation measure provides specific 
performance criteria, which are sufficient to provide the decision makers with information which enables 
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them to make a decision which intelligently takes into account the environmental consequences (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15151).  Specifically, the measure provides the following performance criteria: 

The Grading Plan shall identify specific areas of the construction site, well away from watercourses and 
storm drain inlets, for auto and equipment parking and routine vehicle and equipment maintenance; and 

2) Major maintenance, repair jobs and vehicle and equipment washing shall be conducted off-site, or 
in Grading Plan designated and controlled on-site areas. 

Comment No. 8-62: 

Page III.E-27, Measure E-9, this measure defers the location of critical areas to the future and prevents the 
public from knowing the locations of such buffers.  To be effective, this measure must define such 
boundaries now, or establish specific performance standards, such as the nearest that equipment can come 
to the creek channel (except for drainage facilities) is 25 feet or something similar. 

Response:  

Mitigation Measure E-9 does not involve deferral because the specified performance criteria are sufficient 
to provide the decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision which 
intelligently takes into account of environmental consequences (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151).  The 
specific performance criteria identified for the grading plan consists of the following: delineating clearing 
limits, easements, sensitive or critical areas, trees, drainage courses, and buffer zones to prevent excessive 
or unnecessary disturbances and exposure.   

Comment No. 8-63: 

For Measures E-12 and E-12, please define the term [“]limited,[”] what does this mean in order to 
effectively control impacts[?] 

Response:  

Presumably, the comment was intended to refer to Mitigation Measures E-11 and E-12.  As used in 
Mitigation Measure E-11, “limited” means that to the extent practical, grading should not be conducted 
during wet weather.  However, in some cases, such as during landslide or buttress and stabilization fill 
construction, to minimize the unsupported exposure time of temporary backcuts, temporary excavations 
and subsequent fill operations should be maintained to completion without intervening delays imposed by 
unavoidable circumstances.  The reader is referred to Mitigation Measure A-5 for further information. 

With respect to Mitigation Measure E-12, “limited” means that no more onsite construction routes than 
necessary should be constructed in order to limit the extent of onsite soil exposure to increased erosion 
potential. 
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Comment No. 8-64: 

Page III.E-28, Measure E-15 and E-16 suffer from the same problem, i.e., what should residual runoff 
velocities be and what protection requirement should be implemented for stockpiled soil and landscaping 
materials.  Please define in this document, not defer to the future. 

Response:  

Residual runoff velocities should be returned to pre-development conditions.  This would be ensured by 
constructing the revised project in conformance with the approved drainage plan and compliance with the 
requirements of the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and the project’s Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan.  For further details, see Topical Response No. 4.   

As indicated on page III.E-26 of the Draft EIR, with implementation of the approved drainage plans, no 
significant water quality impact from storm water runoff would be expected.  Therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required under CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (a)(3)). Consequently, there 
has been no deferment.  Nevertheless, the EIR includes Mitigation Measure E-16 to reinforce the 
requirement that stockpiled soil and landscaping materials must be protected from erosive runoff in 
accordance with the NPDES containment requirements.  The final list of BMPs to protect from erosive 
runoff will be identified in the approved project’s drainage plan and the requirements of the Construction 
General Permit and the project’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.   

Comment No. 8-65: 

Measure E-21, the SWPPP should have been available for review prior to release of the EIR, but must be 
available for review by the public prior to approval.  It contains measures that may cause additional 
adverse environmental impacts and it needs to be reviewed by the public to ensure it can accomplish all 
that was identified in the EIR. 

Response:  

As discussed on pages III.E-2 and III.E-3 of the Draft EIR, the SWPPP is a requirement of the State 
Water Resources Control Board’s General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit (GCASWP) it must 
be obtained from the SWRCB prior to the start of construction.  A final SWPPP cannot be prepared until 
the final details of the drainage concept and the grading plans have been approved.   

Among other things, the General Permit requires developers to eliminate or reduce non-storm water 
discharges to storm sewer systems and other water of the nation; to perform inspections of storm water 
pollution prevention measures; and to prevent discharge of materials other than storm water and all 
discharges which contain hazardous substances.  The requirements to implement the BMPs specified in 
the project’s SWPPP and to comply with the discharge requirements of the GCASWP are intended to 
ensure that the project construction activities would not violate any water quality standards or discharge 
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requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.  As the proposed project must comply 
with these requirements, the analyses contained in the Draft EIR conclude the project’s short-term, 
construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant (Draft EIR, page III.E-14).  

With respect to the comment that the SWPPP “contains measures that may cause additional adverse 
environmental impacts” it should be noted that the comment is not supported with data or references 
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of 
the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of 
substantial evidence.  See Topical Response No. 1. 

Comment No. 8-66: 

Page III.E-29, Measure E-25 is a violation of CEQA as it defers defining a major project component with 
potential impacts until after the review process is completed.  We believe this is a fatal flaw in this 
document that must be rectified by preparing this document and recirculating the EIR after it has been 
incorporated. 

Response:  

The Design Guidelines and Landscape Plan are included in Appendix K and L of this Final EIR, 
respectively.  These additional materials serve to amplify and clarify information provided in the Draft 
EIR.  Their inclusion does not result in the identification of new significant impacts.  Therefore, re-
circulation is not required.  See Topical Response No. 2. 

Comment No. 8-67: 

Page III.E-30, the non-significant water quality finding regarding cumulative impact is not supported by 
the data in the record.  At a minimum this project will contribute bacteria to an existing setting where 
significant bacterial degradation already exists.  There is probably no increment under the circumstances, 
particularly given bacteria’s ability to reproduce rapidly, that would not be significant.  We strongly 
challenge this finding based on the available data.  The cumulative impact on water quality, particularly 
bacterial contamination, justifies a finding of significant impact and the EIR must be recirculated after 
address[ing] all of the concerns we have raised regarding this issue. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 17-3, below, and Topical Response No. 4 

Comment No. 8-68: 

Page III.F-3, does the 3-5 feet per second flow rate indicate a 3-5 cubic feet per second or just the speed 
of the flow of water in the channel?  Please clarify. 
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Response:  

The comment has identified an error in the Draft EIR.  To eliminate the confusion, the reference to “3-5 
feet per second” on Page III.F-3 in the Draft EIR has been deleted in the Final EIR (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).  

 

Comment No. 8-69: 

Page III.F-19, line four of the first paragraph on the page, the word "squatter" should probably be 
"square".  In the previous line, "distributes" should read "distributed". 

Response:  

The reference to “squatter” in the fourth line of the first paragraph on page IV.F-19 in the Draft EIR has 
been changed to “square” in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).   

The word “distributes” in the third line of the first paragraph on page IV.F-19 in the Draft EIR has been 
changed to “distributed” in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).   

Comment No. 8-70: 

Page III.F-32, please note that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service protocols for listed animal species 
surveys typically require a current survey, i.e., within the last year, in order for the conclusions regarding 
presence or absence to be accepted.  All of the protocol surveys are over one year only and the findings 
regarding presence/absence is not current or adequate.  New surveys should have been conducted prior 
release of the EIR in 2004 for an adequate database to exist regarding the listed species. 

Response:  

Least Bell’s Vireo and Southern Willow Flycatcher surveys were conducted in April and July of 2004.  
The survey reports are included in Appendix C-17 of this Final EIR.  A total of 10 botanical surveys were 
conducted during May and August of 2003 (see Response to Comment No. 5-2 and Appendix C of this 
EIR).  Lyon’s pentachaeta surveys were conducted in June of 2005 (see Appendix C-15 and again in July 
of 2006 (see Appendix C-14). 

Comment No. 8-71: 

Page III, F-39, the text does not discuss whether any of the heritage oak trees will be impacted by the 
proposed project.  Please provide this information in the main body of the Final EIR text. 

Response:  
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Contrary to the comment, impacts to oak trees by the previously proposed project are summarized in the 
Draft EIR.  The detailed analysis is contained in the oak tree report which has been incorporated by 
reference and a copy of the full oak tree report (See Appendix C-20) is included in the EIR as Technical 
Appendix C-5.  As discussed in the updated oak tree report, the revised 61-lot project will result in the 
removal of two heritage oaks (#25H and #29H) and the encroachment into the protected zone of three 
heritage oak trees (20H, 65HV, 100H). 

Comment No. 8-72: 

Regarding wildlife movement, the project does have a potential to affect wildlife movement.  For species 
migrating to the Simi Hills[,] the Medea Creek and Lindero Creek channels represent a critical local 
wildlife movement corridor.  Although the residential development will not directly affect Medea Creek 
channel (note that drainage facilities and other potential construction activities may extend directly into 
the channel), it will encroach within 50 feet of the channel where residences are proposed to be 
constructed between Kanan and Cornell.  This is a sensitive location because it represents human 
intrusion into an area just downstream of the crossing beneath Kanan Road.  This encroachment will 
constrain wildlife movement at this critical juncture and represents a foreseeable significant effect on this 
important wildlife movement corridor.  The analysis in the EIR is inadequate and needs to be 
reconsidered in the final EIR. 

Response:  

The Draft EIR recognizes that wildlife movement occurs across the property.  Medea Creek, which runs 
through the center of the site, represents an important north/south wildlife corridor for mammals, birds, 
and amphibians, and also represents aquatic habitat for fish and other aquatic species.  East-west 
movement across the center of the project site may generally be characterized as moderately restricted by 
Kanan and Cornell Roads and the partial development along Cornell Road. 

The proposed project has been specifically designed to reduce impediments to wildlife movement by 
providing open space between developed areas (e.g., between Lots 25 and 46) as well as providing both 
vertical and horizontal separation between the development and Medea Creek.  These measures, along 
with the extensive open space preserved on the site, serve to minimize impacts to wildlife, including 
migratory wildlife.  

Comment No. 8-73: 

Page III.F-40, the finding in the top paragraph on this page fails to analyze the loss of the ~60 acres of 
habitat.  What it says is that the preservation of about 271 acres makes the loss of 60 acres of wildlife 
habitat less than significant.  However, there is not evaluation of the impact from losing the approximate 
60 acres.  Thus, there is no basis for conclusion that this loss is "less than significant."  A very persuasive 
argument can be made that the loss of the identified habitat will have a significant adverse effect on local 
wildlife populations.  Although not directly proportional, about 18% of habitat loss will equate to a 
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comparable loss of wildlife.  In addition, some of the habitat being lost supports sensitive species.  It is 
this absolute loss of habitat that supports wildlife that is the second greatest impact of the proposed 
project and a finding of less than significant impact is not justified by the analysis in this section. 

Response:  

The comment is correct in that wildlife densities within a project site are typically not uniform over the 
entire site.  Rather, wildlife tend to prefer or use native habitat areas rather than disturbed areas.  
Recognizing this, the proposed development on this project focuses on areas that are currently disturbed 
or non-native habitats.  As a result, on a per acre basis, the development will have a disproportionately 
small impact (i.e., less than an acre for acre impact) on biologically valuable habitat.  In other words, if 
you look at the average habitat values on the site, all the area to be developed can generally be described 
as less than average; or, it would take one or more acres of the area impacted to have the same habitat 
values as that currently present on the areas designated as conservation open space.  Therefore, the loss of 
habitat that does occur does not necessarily result in a comparable loss of wildlife.  The proposed project 
reduces direct habitat loss to approximately 12 percent.  It also eliminates direct impacts to sensitive plant 
species.     

Comment No. 8-74: 

Regarding the protocol surveys, again please note that they are not current and do not reflect the high 
rainfall winter just experienced. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment 8-70. 

Comment No. 8-75: 

Page III.F-41, regarding waters and wetlands, the analysis of this issue ignores the mandatory requirement 
to achieve a no net loss of waters of the U. S.  Further, the overall analysis does not address any of the 
project drainage components that are likely to intrude into the Medea Creek channel.  Where else can 
energy dissipaters be effectively installed without disturbing adjacent properties[?]  Without mitigation, 
this loss should be considered significant based on this clearly established federal and state policy.  
Mitigation is available to offset this loss, but the analysis in this section is flawed because it did not take 
the no net loss policy into consideration 

Response:  

The no net loss policy respecting waters of the United States is a federal policy that the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers implements in the review of permits under the Clean Water Act.  The analyses in the Draft 
EIR acknowledge that the project will impact some jurisdictional areas and will require permits from the 
appropriate regulatory agencies including the Corps of Engineers. Impacts to Corps of Engineers’ 
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jurisdictional areas are approximately 0.10 acre.  Therefore, impacts to most of the jurisdictional areas 
have been minimized or avoided.   

Based on project design, the impacts of the proposed project are limited to ephemeral drainages.  
Mitigation will be provided to offset any impacts consistent with applicable legal requirements.  The 
proposed mitigation is the creation of riparian habitat adjacent to Medea Creek to ensure no net loss of 
habitat.  Prior to implementation of the project, the applicant will be required to secure a Section 404 
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a Section 401 certification from the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board-Los Angeles Region, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California 
Department of Fish and Game.  The Applicant will provide the County copies of the required permits 
prior to issuance of a grading permit.  See revised Mitigation Measure F-8 (Section III, Corrections and 
Additions).     

Comment No. 8-76: 

Page III.F-43, based on the limited direct and indirect effects at Medea Creek from adjacent residential 
development, the conclusion regarding consistency with and retention of this important wildlife corridor 
in "undisturbed" state seems disingenuous. 

Response:  

Please see Response to Comment 8-72.   

Comment No. 8-77: 

Page III.F-46, mitigation measure F-4 is a deferred measure that does not allow detailed evaluation of the 
effects of implementing the plan and the potential acceptability of the plan to actually mitigate the effects 
defined.  This is a major flaw in the EIR as previously noted. 

Response:  

Revised Mitigation Measure F-3 (see Section III, Corrections and Additions) provides for the preparation 
of a Master Landscape Plan.  This measure provides guidelines for the development of that plan.  These 
guidelines are also presented in Appendix L of this Final EIR.  Therefore, the County does not view this 
as a deferred measure.   

Comment No. 8-78: 

Measure F-5 does not include any endowment or fencing allocation to ensure that it can be maintained 
over the long term.  Thus, this measure is only partially successful. 

Response:  
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The County recognizes the validity of this concern.  However, an endowment is only one of many ways to 
fund future management of the open space conservation area.  The County believes the requirement of the 
endowment to manage the open space conservation area in the future is better addressed by inclusion of 
the requirement of an endowment or other funding mechanism in Mitigation Measure F-1 (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions). Therefore, the requirement for a funding mechanism for future management 
is included in revised Mitigation Measure F-1(3) (see Section III, Corrections and Additions).  This 
measure now requires the applicant to endow a fund sufficient to implement the management plan for the 
Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya on the conservation open space area by either 
an annual endowment or HOA fee. The amount of the financial assurance is to be determined on the basis 
of anticipated minimum operational cost or PARS analysis and is to include costs for third party 
oversight, if needed.   

Comment No. 8-79: 

Page III.F-47, measure F-6 is not a mitigation measure for wildlife, it is a potential impact to wildlife and 
should be removed as a “mitigation measure” and evaluated as part of the project. 

Response:  

The County disagrees with this comment.  Mitigation measures are measures to avoid, lessen, or offset 
project impacts.   Limiting fencing that excludes wildlife to areas immediately adjacent to residences 
ensures that wildlife movement through the site will be as unrestricted as possible.  Therefore, this is a 
valid mitigation measure.  

Comment No. 8-80: 

Page III.F-48, measure F-9 is a deferral of mitigation.  Specifically, the applicant should have identified 
suitable/acceptable mitigation for these agencies and allowed them to comment in the EIR on 
acceptability or suitability.  As written, this measure does not define any actual mitigation and needs to be 
replaced. 

Response:  

The County disagrees with this comment.  The revised project will now directly and indirectly impact 
(including fuel modification) approximately 1.64 acres of riparian forest and 0.49 acres of riparian scrub 
(see FEIR-6, Habitat/Species Impact Map).  Generally, mitigation measures such as habitat creation 
and/or restoration to offset impacts to freshwater riparian systems have been documented as being 
successful.  The referenced mitigation measure, which has been renumbered as F-8 (Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR) will provide for a site specific plan that will aid in County 
monitoring of implementation of the project’s mitigation measures. Specific mitigation measures will be 
set forth in detail in the required permits from the Resource and Regulatory Agencies (see Response to 
Comment 8-75). 
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Comment No. 8-81: 

Measure F-11 is also a deferred mitigation program with no assurance that it can accomplish the 
mitigation envisioned in the text.  The suggested Revegetation Plan must be incorporated as part of the 
project to ensure that it can be implemented and what the effects of its implementation will be. 

Response:  

The County disagrees with this comment.  Planting of oaks with a subsequent monitoring period has been 
shown to be a successful mitigation option.  The referenced mitigation measure, which has been 
renumbered as F-10 (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) ) in this FEIR) will provide for a site 
specific plan that will aid in County monitoring of implementation of the project’s mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 8-82: 

Page III.F-48, the cumulative impact analysis for biological resources is inadequate.  There is no 
discussion of the cumulative effect of the project’s conversion of 50 acres of essentially natural habitat to 
suburban development in conjunction with all the other projects listed in the previous table.  There is no 
evaluation of the cumulative contribution of loss of Lyon’s pentachaeta and dudleya habitat to the overall 
loss of individuals and species habitat in the region.  The same applies to wildlife corridor issues and 
SEA, incompatibility issues.  Without consideration of these broader cumulative impact issues, this 
section is terribly inadequate and requires complete revision. 

Response:  

The revised project specifically focuses the development on previously disturbed areas, and it has reduced 
the size of the project footprint (see Section II of this Final EIR for further discussion).  These 
modifications substantially reduce potential impacts by approximately 6 percent.  There are no direct 
impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta or to Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. Indirect impacts to the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta and to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, due to fuel modification, are mitigated to a less 
than significant level by the implementation of the Habitat Management Plan, Fuel Modification Plan and 
other mitigation measures (see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-16, Section III, Corrections 
and Additions). In addition, the proposed project maintains existing wildlife corridors on site. These 
elements, with a long-term funded management plan as required by Mitigation Measure F-1(3) (see 
Section III, Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR), will aid in maintaining sensitive plant species and 
wildlife populations on the project site. SEA compatibility has been addressed in Table FEIR-3.  
Therefore, the discussion of cumulative impacts is considered to be adequate. 

Comment No. 8-83: 

Page III.H-11, the conclusion at the top of the page is unsupported with any data.  Specific estimates of 
blast noise and vibration from a typical blasting scenario [are] needed in order to address potentially 
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significant impacts on local residences.  Note also, that the shock of a blast can be very disconcerting and 
some form of notice should be made to immediately surrounding residences if blasting is required, if for 
no other reason than courtesy. 

Response:  

Controlled blasting for grading of hard-rock hillsides is much different from the explosive eruptions seen 
in movies or practiced to move large quantities of rock.  The intent for grading blasting is to fracture the 
rock so that the reduced-size pieces can be moved by bulldozers and other mobile equipment, and not 
eject any material.  The charges are set with sequenced times so that there is no amplification of shear 
wave, but rather that a rolling wave establishes multiple micro-cracks within the hard rock without 
ejecting any material.  The personnel evacuation zone is relatively small for controlled grading activity 
blasting, and the handling of explosives and safety procedures are regulated by the State of California 
through licensing of the blasting personnel. 

The amount of shaking for vibration can be represented by particle displacement, by the amount of 
average shaking, or by earth acceleration (‘g”-forces).  The mean or peak vibration velocity is a common 
vibration descriptor.  The following table, Vibration Sources and Sensitivities, shows vibration velocities 
of 0.01 inch/second are barely perceptible, and that structural damage occurs when shaking approached 
10 inches per second.  A particle velocity of 1.0 inch/second is generally adopted as a property protection 
threshold because there is a very low probability of damage, but it may create an unpleasant sensation 
when standing on a hard surface such as a building slab.  The table suggests that vibration velocities of 
0.01 inch/second or less are desirable within areas of human habitation. 

“Construction Sources” in the table below are shown to create a velocity of 0.001 inch/second at 500 feet 
from a blast, and a velocity of three inches per second at 50 feet.  These data points were fit to a 
logarithmic decay curve to generate the estimated distance at which various blasting effects might be 
observed during construction as follows:  

Vibration Sources and Sensitivities 
Velocity (inch/second) Effect on People or Buildings Distance to Blast Center 
   
0.001  Imperceptible  500 feet 
0.01 Barely Perceptible 255eet 
0.03 Easily Perceptible  190 feet 
0.10 Strongly Perceptible 130 feet 
0.30 Unpleasant Sensation 100 feet 
1.00 Very Unpleasant 70 feet 
3.00 Extremely Unpleasant 50 feet 
5.00 Minor Damage 45 feet 
8.00 Structure Damage 40 feet 
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Source : Hans Giroux & Associates, Environmental Consultants, July 2005 

 

Because blasting vibration may be barely perceptible at residences within 255 feet of the blast center it is 
recommended that residents located closer than 255 feet be notified as to time and place of the blast, and 
that blasting not occur within 70 feet of any occupied residence to avoid any possible ‘very unpleasant’ 
reactions.   

Page III.H-18 in the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and 
Additions)) to add new Mitigation Measure H-7 which reads: “Residents located closer than 255 feet of 
the blast center shall be notified as to the time and place of blasting, and blasting shall not occur within 70 
feet of any occupied residence to avoid any possible ‘very unpleasant’ reactions.  All notices shall be 
given to residents at least 48 hours prior to blasting.” 

Comment No. 8-84: 

Page III.I-6, fourth paragraph, the second quote is not closed so it is not clear where the EIR text begins.  
Please correct and clarify. 

Response:  

The third sentence of the fourth paragraph on page III.I-6 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final 
EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)).  

Comment No. 8-85: 

The comment regarding siting on gentler slopes is a relative one and it may minimize grading of the 
project on this site, but it does not eliminate some very major cuts, including major crib walls.  For 
example, it appears that a 30 foot cut wall will be created west of Kanan and several major grading cuts, 
including what appears to be a 70 foot high cut wall will be installed east of Cornell.  Stating that grading 
has been minimized and is based on contours is not accurate based on the facts in this instance.  In a few 
instances substantial to massive cuts are proposed and will be highly visible. 

Response:  

The revised project will grade a total area of 27.39 acres.  Of this total area, 24.7 acres (or 90.2% of the 
graded area) have existing slopes that range from 0-25%.  Approximately 2.24 acres (or 8.2% of the 
graded area) have existing slopes that range from 25 to 50%.  Only 0.45 acres (or 1.6% of the graded 
area) of grading will occur on slopes steeper than 50% (see Figure FEIR-3). 

As shown on Figure FEIR-1, under the revised project the tallest wall height on the west side of Kanan 
Road is 17 feet. The implication that this is a wall with a continuous height (whether it be 19 feet or 30 
feet) is not correct.   
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Lastly, the analyses contained in Section III.I of the Draft EIR (page III-I-30) acknowledge that the cut 
and fill slopes would have a significant impact on the visual qualities of the project site and its 
surroundings.  A  review of the revised 61-lot project indicates that impacts to visual qualities would be 
substantially reduced, compared to the previously proposed project.  However, because the revised project 
would still involve the conversion of mostly undisturbed hillsides to a residential setting, impacts to 
visual qualities would remain unavoidable and signficant.  

Comment No. 8-86: 

Page III-11, note that the concept landscape plan contains no data regarding specific landscaping 
requirements or methods.  To reiterate, not including a Master Landscape Plan for evaluation in the EIR is 
a major flaw in this document because it defers evaluation of a primary project component, both in 
determining the effectiveness of the plan and the impacts of implementing the plan. 

Response:  

A Landscape Plan is provided in Appendix L of this Final EIR.  

Comment No. 8-87: 

Note that a site has been generally identified for the water tank and since it has been requested at this 
time, it should have been evaluated in all of the sections of this environmental analysis, particularly the 
visual section.  This project component is being inappropriately deferred, given the specific request for a 
site on the property. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 8-19. 

Comment No. 8-88: 

Page III.I-32, relative to the last paragraph, it would more accurate to state that there will be no visually 
intrusive alteration of Medea Creek since certain drainage features must be located within the channel. 

Response:  

Comment acknowledged.  The statement that there would be no alteration of Medea Creek in the last 
complete sentence on page III.I-32 in the Draft EIR has been corrected to “no visually intrusive 
alteration” in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).  

Comment No. 8-89: 
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Page III-33, paragraph 4, the total area of visual modification is not 48.6 acres or 15% of the site.  It 
includes both the direct residential development and the maintained fuel modification area, 28.7 acres.  
Total area of the existing scenic resource area that will be impacted is actually 77.3 acres, or about 23% 
of the site. 

Response:  

For the revised project, the total area of visual modification is 27.39 acres of grading plus 23.22 acres of 
fuel modification (including 1.32 offsite acres). Thus, the total area of onsite disturbance would be 49.29 
acres, or 15.5% of the site. However, the primary area of visual disturbance is the 27.39 acres of grading.  
The visual effects of required fuel modification will decrease with distance from the future homes.  As 
discussed in Section III.M.1 of the Draft EIR (pages III.M.1-6 through III.M.1-10), removal of native 
plants is only required in Zone A, which typically extends 20 feet from the edge of the home.  This first 
zone is contained within the grading footprint and has no effect on native vegetation.  Within Zone B, 
which typically extends 80 feet beyond Zone A, fuel modification would be visible from public highways 
and nearby private residences.  Zone C, which extends a further 100 feet, typically involves the removal 
of dead brush and undergrowth, and the thinning of existing vegetation.  As such, Zone C is considerably 
less visually intrusive than Zones A and B.  Furthermore, Zone C is typically “feathered” back into the 
surrounding undisturbed vegetation in a more or less seamless transition.   

Comment No. 8-90: 

In the discussion contained in paragraph 3 on this page, the analysis ignores the mass grading effect east 
of Cornell where cut slopes of up to 70 feet are proposed.  The area of such cut slopes is not great, but it is 
misleading to imply that there will not be massive cut associated with this project.  Furthermore, this 
analysis appears to ignore what such cuts will look like within the proposed residential development.  
Based on the facts, there will be significant topographic alterations on the project site, which are large 
enough to be considered a significant alteration in the visual setting and in scenic vistas looking southeast 
from Cornell. 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment, the analyses in the Draft EIR do not ignore the mass grading effect east of 
Cornell.  For example, the grading is clearly depicted in Figure III.A-2B (Grading Plan – Easterly 
Portion) and in Figure III.A-3 (Cut and Fill Plan).  In addition, views of cut and fill slopes are analyzed in 
the Draft EIR on Page III.I-30.   Finally, the analyses contained in Section III.I of the Draft EIR 
acknowledge that the cut and fill slopes would have a significant impact on the visual qualities of the 
project site and its surroundings (pages III-I-30 and III.I-32 through III.I-34).  The proposed grading for 
the revised project is indicated on Figure FEIR-1.  Under the revised project, at its highest point of cut, 
the tallest cut slope on the east side of Cornell Road would have a maximum height of approximately 40 
feet. However, there is a very small section of a cut slope between Lot 57 and 58, where the knoll projects 
westerly on the Cornell side of the project, that has a cut of 50 feet and then drops quickly below 40 
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feet.A review of the revised 61-lot project indicates that impacts to visual qualities would be substantially 
reduced, compared to the previously proposed project.  However, because the revised project would still 
involve the conversion of mostly undisturbed hillsides to a residential setting, impacts to visual qualities 
would remain unavoidable and signficant.  

Comment No. 8-91: 

Page III.I-34, as noted before, measure I-1 or similar previous measures are a deferral of a major project 
component that needs to be addressed now, not later.  This is a major deficiency in the EIR. 

Response:  

Mitigation Measure I-1 is not a deferral of a major project component.  The master landscape plan is 
discussed at length in the Draft EIR.  The key components are identified in Section I, Project Description, 
on pages I-14 to I-16.  The landscape plan concept is shown in Figure I-7.  In addition to Mitigation 
Measure I-1, Mitigation Measure F-4, as revised and renumbered as F-3 in this Final EIR (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions)), requires the development of a Master Landscape Plan consistent with the 
Habitat Management Plan.  

In addition to the above, a detailed conceptual Landscape Plan is provided in Appendix L of this Final 
EIR.  However, it is not possible to prepare a final landscape plan at this time. Nevertheless, as provided 
for in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, the EIR was prepared with sufficient degree of analysis to 
provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently 
takes into account of the environmental consequences.  As discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, 
an evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the 
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.  It should also be noted 
that the discussion that accompanies CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 states, in part, that an EIR is 
subject to the rule of reason, and that the need for thorough discussion and analysis is not to be construed 
unreasonably to serve as an easy way of defeating projects.  Also, see Responses to Comment Nos. 8-9 
and 8-56. 

Comment No. 8-92: 

Page III.I-35, the cumulative impact analysis is too narrow, i.e., restrictive.  The two projects along Kanan 
Road will contribute to the overall, cumulative modification of the viewshed as one leaves or enters the 
City of Agoura on Kanan.  This cumulative change in the visual setting will be significant, relative to the 
existing visual setting, and should have been evaluated in the EIR.   

Response:  

The cumulative affect of Related Projects 6 and 10 are evaluated in the Draft EIR on page III.I-35.  The 
analyses note that there are no direct lines-of-sight between these developments and the project site.  
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Therefore, these related projects would not combine with the propose project to create the loss of scenic 
vistas, damage to scenic resources, and/or alteration of the existing visual character.  Since none of the 
threshold criteria would be exceeded, the Draft EIR concludes that cumulative visual quality impacts 
would be less than significant.   

While some may consider the revised project in combination with other projects that have no line-of-sight 
connection as a significant visual cumulative impact, others may consider the proposed project and the 
related projects to be attractive additions to the community and may desire to purchase homes there.  This 
inherent subjectivity of issues and values relative to visual character makes difficult a conclusive 
determination of what constitutes a "significant cumulative impact".  CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 
recognizes this inherent tension in stating that “[d]isagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The 
courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full 
disclosure.” 

Comment No. 8-93: 

Page III.J-7, the analysis on this page addresses scenic route effects of the proposed project lighting and 
concludes that it will not be significant because of existing street lighting and the brief period the street 
lighting would be visible.  However, the analysis ignores the change in the lighting in the before and after 
setting.  At present, driving south on Kanan there is a distinct break in the night light environment 
immediately south of the Cornell/Kanan intersection.  After the site is developed the night "glow" will be 
extended several hundred yards south of this intersection.  In essence, the suburban setting will have been 
extended further into the canyon.  This will be a notable change as the point where one enters the scenic 
“corridor” without lighting will be extended south.  The same, although at a lesser level of intrusion, will 
occur south of the intersection of Caleta and Cornell.  The existing glow will now be increased by the 
proposed residences and this will result in the urban light fringe being extended almost to Silver Creek.  
For local residents or people who already use these roads, this change in the night light environment may 
be considered significant. 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment, at present the portion of Kanan Road that passes through the project site is 
illuminated by a row of street lights on 25-foot poles space approximately 200 feet apart (see Draft EIR 
page III.J-1 and Figure III.J-1, Existing Street Lighting).  In fact, these street lights currently create a 
dramatic increase in the existing roadway illumination.  Rather than extending the suburban setting 
further into the canyon, the project is essentially an infill project, which would illuminate an island of 
darkness currently located between the illumination from the City of Agoura Hills to the north and from 
the existing residential areas along Kanan, Cornell, Caleta and Silver Creek Roads to the south (see Draft 
EIR, Figure I-3).  While the revised project would contribute to the existing glow, the analyses in the 
Draft EIR conclude that the extensive mitigation imposed upon the project would reduce the impact to a 
less than significant level.  This mitigation includes: a request for a waiver from Title 21 of the Los 
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Angeles County Subdivision Code which requires the installation of standard streetlights; use of bollard 
lighting rather than light poles; a combination of shielding, screening and directing lighting away from 
off-site areas to minimize light spillover effects on adjacent roadways, properties, and open space; 
lighting fixtures that cut-off light directed to the sky; prohibitions on the use of exterior up-lighting and 
“glowing” fixtures; and so forth (see Mitigation Measures J-1 through J-12, and the proposed lighting 
mitigation plan presented in the Draft EIR in Figure III.J-3). ). At this time the project is planned with 
rural standards throughout, which means that street lighting will be kept at the minimum required for 
safety purposes (see Response to Comment No. 8-7). 

Comment No. 8-94: 

Page III.J-9, in the first paragraph assessing vehicle headlights, item #3 is incorrect.  There are not 
multiple roadways and entrances.  Each area has only one entrance and vehicle headlights will be 
concentrated on these single roads and single intersections at entrances to all three residential locations.  
The analysis of this concentrated headlight impact is presently inaccurate and needs to be revised to 
address the actual future proposed condition related to headlight effects. 

Response:  

The revised project is composed of four separate enclaves of residences each served by its own access 
road and entrance.  The revised project contains three separate entrances from Kanan Road and one 
entrance from Cornell Road.  For internal circulation the site plan indicates a total of six access roads, 
identified as Streets A, B, C, D, E and F (see Figure FEIR-1). Hence, the analyses accurately describe 
multiple entrances and access roads and no revisions are required.  

Comment No. 8-95: 

Regarding night sky illumination, the conclusion that project lighting would not make any material 
contribution to the already existing sky glow is a conclusory statement and needs some substantiation to 
verify it.  Otherwise the evaluation of this issue is inadequate and the impact conclusion is not supported.  

Response:  

In addition to proposing a lighting mitigation plan which would substantially reduce the level of street 
lighting required by the Subdivision Code, the Draft EIR imposes 12 stringent mitigation measures (J-1 
through J-12) designed to reduce further the lighting impact of the proposed project.  The mitigation 
includes a number of measures that are commonly included in the Dark Sky ordinances of cities that are 
trying to control night sky illumination.  The nearby City of Calabasas, for example, has a Dark Sky 
ordinance (Ord. 2002-176 § 1 (part), 2002) the legislative intents of which are: “(a) to minimize artificial 
light effect on the night sky, (b) to provide for well designed urban spaces with appropriate lighting 
levels, and (c) to preserve the significance of darkness to the human and wildlife populations occupying 
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the surrounding rural and semi-rural areas in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area 
vicinity.”  

The following is a list of the City of Calabasas’ Dark Sky Ordinance (Section 17.27.020) requirements for 
new development, and a comparison of the mitigation for the proposed project:  

A. All outdoor light fixtures … should limit light trespass and glare through the use of shielding and 
directional lighting methods, including, but not limited to, fixture location and height. In general but not 
without exception, exterior lighting pole heights should not exceed approximately fifteen (15) feet in 
height. Pole heights should be the minimum necessary to achieve appropriate standards set forth in this 
chapter. 

Comparison: As discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.J-13, the design criteria of the proposed Lighting 
Mitigation Plan includes the following: Entrance and street lighting shall focus illumination downward and 
into the project site.  A combination of shielding, screening, and directing the lighting away from off-site 
areas shall be utilized to minimize "spill-over" effects onto adjacent roadways, properties and open space 
areas.  Wherever possible, lighting fixtures shall be located on the shielded side of the visual barriers. 

D. Outdoor light fixtures used to illuminate landscaping, flags, statues, or any other objects mounted 
on a pole, pedestal, or platform should use a very narrow cone of light for the purpose of confining the 
light to the object of interest and minimize spill-light and glare.. 

Comparison: Mitigation Measure J-9 prohibits the use of exterior uplighting fixtures for building 
facades and trees; permits only downlighting for exterior-building mounted fixtures; and prohibits use of 
"glowing" fixtures that would be visible from existing communities or public roads;  

F. All exterior lights and illuminated signs should be designed, located, installed and directed in 
such a manner as to prevent objectionable light at (and glare across) the property lines and disability 
glare at any location on or off the property. No permanently installed lighting should blink or flash. All 
lighting fixtures should be appropriate in scale, intensity, and height to the architectural design values 
and building uses proposed. 

Comparison: Mitigation Measure J-2 provides that street lighting be the lowest intensity necessary for 
security and safety purposes, while still adhering to the recommended levels of the Illuminating 
Engineering Society of North America. Mitigation Measure J-4 requires that street lighting utilize non-
glare fixtures directed downward onto the project site in order to minimize illumination wash onto 
adjacent areas.  Mitigation Measure J-5 requires that street lights be oriented to minimize off-site impacts 
(i.e., the maximum candlepower shall be aimed away from the off-site viewer and the physical unit shall 
be located on the shielded side of visual barriers, such as shrubs and walls).   

G. Landscaping should be required in areas where plantings can reduce visible glare and enhance 
natural surroundings. 
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Comparison: As discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.J-13, the design criteria of the proposed 
Lighting Mitigation Plan includes the following: Where feasible, topographic barriers and new tree 
landscaping shall be used as filtering devices, with shrubs and hedges as additional screening; 

H. Lighting fixtures located along roadways and parking lots shall be fitted with glare shields or be 
cut-off type fixtures. 

Comparison: Entrance and street lighting shall focus illumination downward and into the project site.  A 
combination of shielding, screening, and directing the lighting away from off-site areas shall be utilized to 
minimize "spill-over" effects onto adjacent roadways, properties and open space areas.  Wherever possible, 
lighting fixtures shall be located on the shielded side of the visual barriers. 

I. The location of lighting fixtures along rural scenic corridor roadways shall be consistent with 
adopted streetscape plans (where applicable) and shall be situated at intersections and corners to 
increase visibility of these changes in the roadway. 

Comparison: As shown in Figure III.J-3, Lighting Mitigation Plan, standard street lights on 25-foot 
poles (generating 1.5 foot candles, or greater, at the light source) would only be installed at street 
intersections where safety illumination is most critical.  Cul-de-sacs and interior streets would be lit by 
“pedestrian” type bollard lighting (3-5 feet in height), which generate 0.9 foot candles and greater at the 
source.   

J. Lighting fixtures intended for security purposes shall be equipped with motion sensors. 

Comparison: The revised Mitigation Measure J-9(5) requires the use of motion detectors (see section 
III, (Corrections and Additions) of this FEIR.  

Other cities, such as the City of Tucson, Arizona have also instituted similar night lighting requirements 
to reduce night sky pollution.  The effectiveness of these measures has been well established; no further 
analysis is necessary.   

Comment No. 8-96: 

Page III.J-10, the conclusion that light sensitive species would be able to withdraw from the project’s 
night lighting is not totally correct.  The greatest wildlife impact due to night lighting will occur at the 
residential area between Kanan and Cornell.  The reason for this is that this is a primary wildlife 
movement corridor and the lighting associated with this proposed residential enclave has a potential to 
cause significant effects on this corridor, possibly to the extent of substantially reducing movement along 
the creek channel which is a major unobstructed connection between the Santa Monica Mountains and the 
Simi Hills to the north.  This issue needs to be revisited with this potential impact in focus. 

Response:  
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Notwithstanding Response to Comment No. 8-95, the County agrees that lighting impacts to sensitive 
species could be a potential significant project impact.  Therefore, revised Mitigation Measure F-7 was 
developed.  This measure reduces this identified impact to a less than significant level (see Section III, 
Corrections and Additions)   

Comment No. 8-97: 

Page III.J-11, the two findings of less than significant impact for headlights and scenic highway are not 
well substantiated as outlined in previous comments.  These are potentially significant impacts, including 
impacts to wildlife movement in the Medea Creek movement corridor. 

Response:  

With respect to headlights, see Response to Comment No. 8-94.  With respect to wildlife, see Response to 
Comment No. 8-96. 

Comment No. 8-98: 

Page III.J-15, we do not concur with the level of significance findings for night lighting relative to night 
sky, wildlife, and headlights for the reasons outlined above. 

Response:  

With respect to night sky impacts, see Responses to Comments No. 8-93 and No. 8-95.  With respect to 
headlights, see Response to Comment No. 8-94.  With respect to wildlife, see Response to Comment No. 
8-96. 

Comment No. 8-99: 

Page III.K-4, at least to this point, no analysis is presented that demonstrates the project site is suitable for 
81 units based on the slope density formula in the SMMNAP.  Please include these data because we 
believe the allowable number of units is much less. 

Response:  

The project is no longer proposing 81 homes on the project site.  As currently designed, the revised 
project would develop 61 homes.  While the sloped density analysis is not a part of this EIR, the analysis 
is on file with the Department of Regional Planning (320 W. Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 
90012) and is part of the administrative record.  

Comment No. 8-100: 
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Page III.K-8, footnote 9 is interesting.  If we read it correctly, it implies that projects involving permits or 
licenses that may affect the recreation area are subject to the review authority of the National Park 
Service. There are four federal permits/licenses that may have an affect on the recreation area.  These 
include:  NPDES, construction stormwater discharges, which could adversely impact surface runoff in the 
recreation area; the Corps and Regional Board permits (404 and 401) that address water quality related to 
development that requires these permits, see the conclusion regarding discharges in surface runoff from 
the project development; and endangered species permits (Section 7 or Section 10) in that loss of portions 
of Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat places a greater burden for preservation of this species on public land in the 
recreation area.  Does the applicant intend to submit their project to the Parks Service for review by law?  
If not, why not since there is clearly a "may affect" relationship to the recreation area, even if indirect? 

Response:  

The National Park Service has had an opportunity to review the project during the Notice of Preparation 
stage and during the Draft EIR public circulation period.  The National Park Service submitted their 
written comment on July 23, 2004 (see Draft EIR, Section VIII.B), May 11, 2005 (see Comment Letters 
No. 11) and June 27, 2006 (see Comment Letter No. 44). 

Comment No. 8-101: 

Table III.K-1, Policy IV-3c, the consistency analysis indicates impact to riparian habitat will be mitigated 
and no impacts will occur to Medea Creek.  There is a loss of 0.08 acres of waters and no mitigation was 
required or identified and there appear to [be] potential direct impacts from erosion control measures and 
energy dissipaters in Medea Creek that are not defined.  This analysis appears to be flawed.  In addition 
both direct and indirect effects to the wildlife movement corridor along Medea Creek will result from this 
project which have not been properly evaluated or significance determined.  See the text discussion of 
adverse effects on policy IV-6 which supports the above conclusion. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 8-39, above. Because of the position of the proposed housing above the 
Medea Creek corridor, it is not expected that the project will significantly impact the wildlife movement 
corridor along Medea Creek.    

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan (NAP) policies, also see Topical Response No. 
3. 

Comment No. 8-102: 

Policy IV-8, the consistency analysis indicates that the open space will be dedicated to an appropriate 
public agency.  This is not consistent with the project description or the analysis in the biology section of 
the EIR.  The owner is retaining the option of the HOA retaining ownership of the open space and no 
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endowment has been discussed for long-term management of the open space if it is turned over to a public 
agency.  Therefore, the analysis in this section is inaccurate and the finding at this time should be 
“inconsistent” not “consistent.” 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 8-5 page V-87. 

Comment No. 8-103: 

Policy IV-9, the grading includes slopes up to 70 feet high and 498,421 cubic feet of cut is not 
realistically minimizing grading.  Minimizing grading would be to cut only pads for individual homes or 
lots, not the extensive mass grading proposed.  This policy should be identified as being inconsistent, not 
substantial conformance. 

Response:    

The tallest manufactured slope on the revised 61-lot project is approximately 40 feet in height.  It is 
located on the east side of F Street adjacent to Lot 57.  At that location, F Street has an elevation of 
approximately 880 feet.  However, there is a very small section of that cut slope between Lot 57 and 58, 
where the knoll projects westerly on the Cornell side of the project, that has a cut of 50 feet and then 
drops quickly below 40 feet. 

The adjacent slope reaches an elevation of 920 feet. With respect to earthwork, the revised project has 
reduced grading to approximately 308,500 cubic yards of excavation and 309,200 cubic yards of fill 
emplacement.  This is 189,921 cubic yards less excavation and 118,283 cubic yards less fill than was 
required by the previously proposed 81-lot project.   

The suggestion that the project only cut pads is not realistic. Grading in hillsides involves more than 
preparing a flat area to support a home.  The homes also need outdoor living areas, roads and driveways 
for access, drainage improvements for safety and the installation of utilities.  Each of these also requires 
grading.  Furthermore, flat areas for homes and roads in hillsides cannot be constructed in a vacuum: the 
removal and/or addition of dirt to make a flat pad inevitably results in a slope where the hillside has been 
cut back or a low area has been filled.   

Lastly, with respect to the revised project’s consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response 
No. 3. 

Comment No. 8-104: 

Policy IV-13, The consistency finding on this policy is ridiculous.  The previous two policy analyses 
indicated huge cuts and fills, particularly related to lots 67 and 68.  The notion that these cuts and fills 
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adapt to natural hillside topography is ludicrous.  The finding for this policy should be inconsistent, not 
based on ridgeline development, but on topographic alterations on the east side of Cornell. 

Response:  

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, see Topical Response No. 3.  

Comment No. 8-105: 

Policy IV-18, this project actually has identified a good set of BMPs; however based on the previous 
extensive comments relative to this project’s compliance with TMDL’s, this project clearly cannot be 
developed without contributing to the already degraded water quality in Medea Creek.  In this case, even 
removals of 90% of bacteria and nutrients, particularly during dry weather flows, is not sufficient to 
prevent further degradation in water quality and further violation of the TMDL limits. 

Response:  

With respect to water quality, see Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 8-106: 

Policy IV-27, this is a slippery issue.  The analysis demonstrates that the project will be setback from the 
50-year flood.  But, CEQA requires a discussion of the 100-year flood hazard elevation which is not 
provided in this EIR and therefore, for the 100- year high storm flow there has been no demonstration that 
this project is consistent. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 8-34.  The 50-foot setback area identified in Mitigation Measure D-2 is 
for the 100-year flood hazard area, not the 50-year year flood hazard area. 

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, also see Topical Response No. 4.  With 
respect to Policy IV-18, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 8-107: 

Policy IV-32, as previously noted several of the cuts and fills will be very large and will not "blend" into 
the site and surroundings.  As a result, this project is inconsistent with this policy. 

Response: 

Policy IV-32 does not prohibit large cuts and fills.  Rather it establishes that any alteration of the natural 
landscape from earthmoving activity should blend with the existing terrain of the site and surroundings.  
The revised project would employ contour grading techniques (i.e. variable slope grades and undulating 
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“daylight” elevations) to transition manufactured slopes back into the natural contours of adjacent 
undisturbed areas.  Additionally, the landscape plan would utilize native vegetation to blend disturbed 
areas back into the adjacent undisturbed areas.  Thus, the project is substantially consistent with Policy 
IV-32. 

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, also see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 8-108: 

Policy IV-49b, since the project does not provide any recreational facilities, it is difficult to see how 
consistency was determined.  It appears to be inconsistent. 

Response: 

The revised project preserves approximately 287.77 acres of permanent conservation open space of which 
265.87 acres (i.e., less the fuel modification zone) are suitable for dedication to an appropriate public 
agency.  Also, the project site plan indicates a 20-foot trail easement, consistent with the Los Angeles 
County Department of Parks and Recreation’s proposed alignment for the Zuma Ridge Trail.  However, 
the steep terrain and the sensitive resources on the project site render the proposed open space unsuitable 
for such recreational uses as listed in Policy IV-49b (i.e., staging areas for trails, campgrounds, roadside 
rests, public picnic areas, visitor information or day use facilities) and the project does not propose any 
such uses.  .  

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, also see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 8-109: 

Policy V-3, as previously noted, no data are provide[d] relative to the 100-flood hazard area associated 
with this project. 

Response:  

Policy V-3 does not specify the 100-year flood hazard area.  The Policy refers to “potential flood hazards 
areas.”  Nevertheless, the revised project has been designed to avoid the 100-year flood hazard area.  See 
Response to Comment No. 8-34. 

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, also see Topical Response No. 3.  

 

Comment No. 8-110: 
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Policy V-17, the grading of over 7.84 acres with slopes in excess of 25 percent (16%+ of the site) does 
not appear to be consistent with this policy. 

Response:  

The revised project would grade 2.69 acres with slopes in excess of 25% or 0.84 percent of the 320.3 acre 
project site, not 16%+.  Further, Policy V-17 addresses the avoidance of geologic hazards not steep 
slopes.  Specifically, the policy provides that where avoidance is infeasible or undesirable, engineering 
solutions should ensure that buildings will not be adversely impacted by geologic hazards.  The revised 
project is consistent with this policy because the geotechnical reports have identified the geologic hazards 
on the project site (i.e., debris flows, boulder roll, unstable earth materials, etc.) and engineering solutions 
have been proposed where avoidance is infeasible or undesirable (see Mitigation Measures A-1, A-2, A-4, 
A-6, A-7 and A-8). 

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, also see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 8-111: 

Policy V-24, this policy states “no adverse noise effects on adjacent uses,” and there will be significant 
noise effects.  The project is clearly inconsistent with this policy, even if the noise impact is temporary. 

Response:  

The comment is correct that the proposed project would result in significant short-term construction-
related noise impacts (Draft EIR, Section III.H, page III.H-18).  However, the project would not have any 
significant impacts once the construction phase was completed.  For this reason the analyses in the Draft 
EIR on page III.K-26 conclude the project is in “substantial conformance” rather than “consistent”. 

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, also see Topical Response No. 3.  

Comment No. 8-112: 

Policy V-26, the analysis does not speak to this policy.  The policy states that at noise levels should not 
increase by more than 3 dB(A) in any natural area.  The noise impact analysis did not evaluate the 
increase in noise within the SEA from developing east of Cornell.  We strongly suspect that the noise 
levels away from the road will be increased by more than 3 dB(A) relative to the existing background 
condition due to the typical sound levels associated with residential development (typically about 55 dB 
CNEL or Ldn.  There are no data to support a consistency finding. 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment, the analyses in the Draft EIR address future noise levels east of Cornell Road at 
pages III.H-11 through III.H-13.  Specifically, Table H-4 indicates that with the previously proposed 
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project’s traffic, the CNEL in dB at 50 feet from the centerline of Cornell Road would increase by 0.3 dB, 
which is imperceptible to the human ear.  With fewer vehicle trips, the revised project would have less of 
a noise impact. 

Comment No. 8-113: 

Policy VI-6, please refer to previous comments regarding possible direct and actual indirect effects on 
Medea Creek and its wildlife movement corridor values.  We believe the project is inconsistent with this 
policy.  

Response:  

See Responses to Comments No. 8-72, No. 8-76, No. 8-96 and No. 8-97. 

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, also see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 8-114: 

Policy VI-13, many of the project components (including double loading cul-de-sacs and small lots) do 
not conform with this policy. 

Response:  

This comment expresses an opinion that double loaded cul-de-sacs are not consistent with Policy VI-13 
but provides no support for the contention.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  The 
comment also expresses an opinion that the proposed lot sizes are small.  Size is a relative matter.  The lot 
sizes under the revised project would range from 10,000 to 79,700 square feet.  See Figure FEIR-16 for a 
comparison of lot sizes proposed by the revised project and the sizes of existing lots in the immediate 
project area.  

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, also see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 8-115: 

Policy VI 14, mass grading and very high cut walls do not conform with this policy. 

Response:  

Policy VI-14 provides that in addition to considering the mass and scale of the entire development, the 
total square footage of and grading for rural structures should be restricted to maintain the area’s open 
character. The revised project is in substantial conformance with this policy because grading is restricted 
to 27.39 acres, or approximately 8.6 percent of the project site and preserves the remaining area of 
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approximately 287.77 as conservation open space, of which 265.87 acres would remain undisturbed by 
fuel modification and would be and suitable for open space dedication.   

With respect to project consistency with North Area Plan policies, also see Topical Response No. 3.  

Comment No. 8-116: 

Page III.K-41, top of page the density of the project is not one unit per 1.6 acres; it is one unit per 0.6 
units per acre. 

Response:  

The project site encompasses an area of 320.3 acres overall.  The project proposes to develop 61 homes 
on those 320.3 acres.  Therefore, overall the project has a density of one unit per 5.25 acres.  With respect 
to the area represented by the grading footprint, the project would generally cluster 61 houses on a 
disturbance area of 27.39 acres.  Within that disturbance area, housing would have a density of one unit 
per 0.45 acres.  However, this later calculation is an artificial contrivance and is not consistent with 
standard Zoning Code practice or the General Plan. 

Comment No. 8-117: 

Page III.K-42, regarding surrounding lot sizes, some reference is needed to verify the 60 percent of 
proposed lots are the same size or greater than those in the surrounding area.  Please provide in the final 
or revise. 

Response:  

See Table FEIR-2 for the sizes of lots in the revised project.  For comparative purposes, see Figure FEIR-
16, Existing Lot Sizes in Surrounding Area, in Section II of this Final EIR, for the sizes of lots in the 
surrounding area. 

Comment No. 8-118: 

Page III-K-43, regarding conflict with plans, consistency is a complicated issue, but this project is 
inconsistent with so many County plan policies that it must be concluded to inconsistent as a whole, not 
“entirely consistent.”  

Response:  

See Responses to Comments No. 1-101 through No. 1-115.  Also, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 8-119: 
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Page III.K-44, mitigation is required to be considered (Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines), 
unless infeasible.  There are mitigation measures to eliminate the inconsistencies with County plans and 
policies.  Proposed residential lots that cause the inconsistencies could be eliminated.  This is a reasonable 
measure to consider.  The only rationale for not considering such mitigation is that such measure is 
infeasible.  However, if the developer claims that such reductions in units are infeasible, then the 
developer must provide data that verify the infeasibility.  No such data have been included in the 
administrative record to date.  Therefore, since this EIR fails to consider obvious mitigation, it is 
inadequate and needs to be revised to fully consider this measure and, if infeasible, provide the requisite 
data to demonstrate infeasibility to the decision makers and general public. 

Response:  

The revised project has eliminated a number of lots that some commenters have suggested were 
inconsistent with goals and policies of the North Area Plan.  As currently proposed the revised 61-lot 
project would provide 20 fewer lots than were proposed by the 81-lot project described in the Draft EIR.  
As discussed in Topical Response No. 3, the revised project can be found to be consistent with the goals 
and policies of the North Area Plan.  Therefore, there would be no significant land use impacts and 
mitigation measures are not required. 

Comment No. 8-120: 

The level of significance evaluation appears to pointedly ignore the finding that the project is significantly 
inconsistent with plans and policies.  This is an obvious oversight and needs to be added to this summary 
of significant impacts after application of mitigation which was ignored. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 8-119. 

Comment No. 8-121: 

Page III.L-31, in response to the Notice of Preparation, we requested that the traffic study include an 
evaluation of weekend traffic because of the special circumstances that apply to Kanan Road’s role as a 
major access route from the inland areas to the beach areas around Malibu.  This issue was ignored.  The 
local residents experience significant delays in entering and turning off of Kanan during afternoon peak 
hours.  Often times, backups extend for more than 1/4 mile for vehicles returning from the beach to 
Highway 101.  This potential impact issue was ignored and represents a major inadequacy of the EIR.  
This is a real traffic impact issue that creates substantial conflict on the roadway and it will affect the two 
access points from the proposed project enclaves west and east of Kanan.  Failure to address this issue 
means that future residents will experience substantial delays in accessing their homes during weekend 
afternoon peak hour conditions, with all the attendant adverse effects related not only to personal access 
to residences, but problems with emergency access during such periods.  The EIR needs to incorporate 
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this issue and address it with facts, not silence.  The EIR needs to be re-circulated to allow public 
comment on this significant traffic impact issue. 

Response:  

Weekend 24-hour traffic counts were collected on Kanan Road  between Agoura Road and Cornell Way 
on a Saturday and a Sunday during the months of August 2005 (Summer Season) and February, 2006 
(off-peak season).  Copies of the count sheets are provided in Appendix O-2. 

In August, the 24-hour volume on Kanan Road was approximately 22, 500 vehicles on Saturday, and 
20,700 on Sunday.  In February, the Saturday volume was 20,050, and the Sunday volume was 
approximately 16,200.  In all cases, the weekend traffic volumes on Kanan Road were lighter during the 
morning hours, and grew through the afternoon hours, with the one-hour peak occurring between 4:00 
and 5:00 PM on Saturday.  On Sunday, the August peak hour occurred from 5:00 to 6:00 PM, while in 
February the peak hour on Sunday was 2:00 to 3:00 PM. 

Project trip generation for the 61-unit development for weekend conditions is summarized in the chart  
below.  Project weekend traffic will be 616 daily and 57 peak hour vehicles on a Saturday and 536 daily 
and 53 peak hour vehicles on a Sunday. 

Summary of Project Trip Generation Weekend Conditions 
Peak Hour Land Use  Daily 

In Out 

Rates 10.1 0.5076 0.4324 Saturday 
Trips 616 31 26 
Rates 8.78 0.4558 0.4042 

Sunday 
Trips 536 28 25 

 

A peak hour delay analysis was conducted at the Street A intersection with Kanan Road, which is the 
project entrance that will have the greatest volume of project traffic entering and exiting Kanan Road.  
The results are summarized in chart, below.  Analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix O-2. 

 
 
 

Peak Hour Delay Analysis 
Saturday Sunday Date Intersection 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

August, 2005 Kanan Road and Street A 22.1 C 17.1 C 
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February, 2006 Kanan Road and Street A 18.3 C 17.9 C 

 

Generally, the project traffic entering and exiting the Street A entrance on Kanan Road during the 
heaviest hour of the day on a weekend will be able to do so with LOS “C” or better delay during the 
summer and off-peak seasons.  [Note: delay is measured in seconds of delay per vehicle.  See page III.L-
3, Draft EIR, Section III.L (Traffic and Access), for a discussion of the unsignalized intersection analysis 
methodology). 

The project’s weekend impact on roadway operation was evaluated using the two-lane roadway analysis 
methodology.  The results are shown in the chart, below.  In each case, the project traffic is less than 3% 
of the existing traffic, and the project impact would not exceed the significance criteria. 

 

Two-Lane Roadway Analysis 
Volume 

Count Period Day NB SB Total Split Capacity V/C LOS 
Proj. 
Vol. %-age Signif.? 

Sat 1,187 1,031 2,218 50/50 2,800 0.79 C 41 1.85% No Peak Month 
(August) Sun 1,1097 888 1,985 60/40 2,650 0.75 C 36 1.81% No 

Sat 956 826 1,782 50/50 2,800 0.64 C 41 2.30% No Off-Peak Month 
(February) Sun 823 847 1,570 50/50 2,800 0.60 A 36 2.16% No 

 

In conclusion, the Revised Project has been reduced from 81 to 61 single-family dwelling units.  The 
project traffic generation and traffic impacts for the revised project will be less than previously identified 
in the traffic study for the 81-lot project.  The Revised Project will not cause a significant impact on 
weekday or weekend traffic conditions.   

Comment No. 8-122: 

Page III.M.1-2, bottom of page, please reference the data that support the conclusory statement that the 
water district has adequate water supplies.  The referenced facilities discuss water pipelines, but not 
required fire flow rates and storage at this location to meet the mandatory requirements of the County. 

Response:  

The statement that the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District (LVMWD) has adequate water service in 
the area (i.e., water supplies and facilities) was based upon a personal communication from Eugene 
Talmadge, Planning Administrator, Las Virgenes Municipal Water District.  The communication was 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-144 

documented in a footnote in the Section III.N.I. (Public Utilities – Water) of the Draft EIR (page III.N.1-
1).   

As discussed in Section III.N.I of the Draft EIR, the LVMWD obtains all of its potable water from the 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD).  According to the District, its allocation of MWD water is 
considered adequate to meet the Master Plan’s water demand projections.  As discussed in the Draft EIR 
on page III.N.I-7, the LVMWD Master Plan projects future buildout water demand for properties within 
the District's service area based on the land use densities permitted by the governing land use plan for 
each property.  In turn, planning for the District’s water supplies and delivery facilities is based upon the 
Master Plan’s water demand estimates.  Projects consistent with their governing land use designations are 
generally consistent with the District’s Master Plan and, hence, would not increase the water demand 
beyond that already accounted for by the Master Plan.  For the project site, the District’s buildout 
projection was based on the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Interim Area Plan (MSMMAP), which was 
in effect at the time the District prepared the Master Plan.  The MSMMAP has been replaced by the more 
restrictive Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan (SMMNAP).  Since the proposed project is 
consistent with the densities permitted by the SMMNAP, the proposed project may be considered 
consistent with the District’s Master Plan.  Therefore, the proposed project would not require or result in 
the construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects; nor would the project result in insufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources. Consequently, project impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Comment No. 8-123: 

Page III.M.1-5, the discussion regarding adequacy of water supply does not address the special needs of 
being within a wildland fire hazard area, only for structural fires.  Would there be sufficient water to 
provide wildland fire fighting in areas adjacent to (recognizing that there will be buffer areas) residences 
in each residential enclave.  This issue is not addressed. 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment the analyses in the Draft EIR do address “the special needs of being within a 
wildland fire hazard area.”  As discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.M.1-1, the project site is located in 
an area designated by the Los Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden as a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone.  The project has been reviewed by the County Fire Department and the project design 
(including but not limited to fire flows, access, water mains, fire hydrants, brush clearance and fuel 
modification) reflects the Fire Department’s requirements for development in this zone.   

With respect to water availability, the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District has prepared a Preliminary 
Water System Design Report for the proposed project.  The purpose of the Design Report is to investigate 
the feasibility of providing potable and recycled water service to the project and to develop preliminary 
criteria for the facilities required to provide adequate service.  Projected potable water demand for the 
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project was based upon on the “Potable Water System Master Plan for the Las Virgenes Municipal Water 
District”; projected recycled water demand was based on the “Recycled Water System Master Plan for 
Las Virgenes Municipal Water District/Triunfo Sanitation District Joint Venture”.  The final 
determination of actual fire flow requirements and hydrant locations will be made by the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department upon submittal of the final grading plans.  With respect to fire flows, the Design 
Report states “the proposed system will be capable of providing required fire flows (1250 gpm) to all 
hydrants at pressures greater than current required minimum residual pressure of 20 psi” (see Technical 
Appendix H of the DEIR, Preliminary Water System Design Report, page 5-1).  

Comment No. 8-124: 

Regarding a separate issue, the location/alignment of the loop water line for Kanan and Cornell are not 
described in the project description.  Where will they be installed and are there additional adverse effects 
from their installation that have not been discussed in the EIR? 

Response:  

The location and the alignment of the proposed water line are presented in the Draft EIR in Figure 
III.N.1-1.  As shown in that figure, the proposed water line would be installed in public roadways.  The 
installation would require minor construction which is discussed in the Draft EIR on pages III.N.1-6 and 
III.N.1-7.  No additional adverse effects from their installation have been identified. 

Comment No. 8-125: 

Page III.M.1-6, at several points the analysis states that the project site is adjacent to Fire Station No. 65.  
This is correct for the east of Cornell enclave, but it is not valid for the other two enclaves.  The Fire 
Department will have to travel more than a mile to access these two sites.   

Response:  

As discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.M.1-6, the Fire Department’s response time criterion to respond 
to a fire is based on the nationwide standard of five minutes.  Because of the immediacy of Fire Station 
No. 65, it is anticipated that the Fire Department would be able to respond to an incident within the 
project site within five minutes of initial notification.  Therefore, the response distance between the 
project site and the primary response fire station is considered to be adequate.   

Comment No. 8-126: 

Regarding emergency access, the discussion indicates that the Fire Department may necessitate multiple 
ingress/egress points.  The text indicates that since the project conforms with the Subdivision Code, the 
impact is less than significant.  Doesn’t this ignore the fact that the Fire Department may have site 
specific reasons for stating that multiple accesses are required?  Fundamentally, this issue remains 
unresolved until the Fire Department indicates that a single access route is acceptable and does not create 
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an untenable situation for the three enclaves.  The finding that this access issue is less than significant is 
suspect until this issue is resolved. 

Response:  

The Fire Department has already approved the project’s site configuration of tentative map on 5/16/07 for 
both their own review, review of fuel modification requirements and for review in accordance with the 
County’s Development and Public Works standards.  The Fire Department does not find that the project 
needs secondary access given the terrain, the high fire hazard, or for any other reason.  Therefore, there is 
no basis to conclude that multiple access points will be needed for the project either for direct access or 
for emergency access. 

Comment No. 8-127: 

Page III.M.1-12, CEQA does indicate that payment of fair share costs for cumulative impact is sufficient 
to reduce a project’s cumulative contribution to a less than significant impact.  However, such mitigation, 
accomplished only by the language in the Guidelines, ignores two facts.  First, there will in fact be 
inadequate fire protection resources until sufficient funds are accumulated to provide adequate fire 
protection resources, so there can be a significant impact in reality, especially if homes are lost due to 
inadequate resources; and second, even with payment of these fees the Fire Department indicates that 
resources for Area 1 will be inadequate even after a new station, Fire Station No. 89, is installed.  Thus, 
the cumulative impact remains even with payment of fees and installation of the only anticipated new fire 
protection facility.  The EIR may find that impacts [are] “mitigated” by paying fees, but in fact there will 
be an unknown period during which impacts on fire service will be significant and adverse. 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment, the analyses in Section III.M.1 of the Draft EIR (page III.M.1-11) explicitly 
state “Since future Fire Station No. 89 would relocate existing Fire Department resources, the cumulative 
demand for new facilities would not be entirely met by this new facility.  Furthermore, the Fire 
Department has indicated that Fire Station No. 89 would not entirely eliminate the current deficit of fire 
protection services in Area 1.  Therefore, additional facilities in addition to future Fire Station No. 89 
would still be needed to meet the cumulative demand.”  The analyses conclude the cumulative impact 
could be significant because the future construction of new facilities to meet the cumulative demand 
could result in substantial adverse physical impacts. However, the project’s contribution to the significant 
impact is rendered less than cumulatively considerable by payment of the developer’s fees, and thus is not 
significant.  

Furthermore, the comment incorrectly identifies the threshold of significance to be the inadequacy of fire 
protection resources.  In fact, the appropriate threshold of significance is whether the proposed project 
would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered Fire Department facilities, need for new or physically altered Fire Department facilities, the 
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construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives (Draft EIR, page III.M.1-3). 

Comment No. 8-128: 

Page III.M.3-5, this is another instance where the mitigation defined as acceptable does not really address 
the potential impact.  By artificially defining adequate mitigation for an actual significant impact, society 
as a whole is adversely impacted by a lack of adequate infrastructure. Clearly, the project specific and 
cumulative effects on the school system will be adverse and significant given any reasonable set of 
thresholds. 

Response:  

The comment fails to acknowledge that in enacting SB 50, the Legislature stated its intent to occupy the 
field of school facilities impact mitigation and to preempt local regulation in that area.  SB 50 expressly 
overrides both CEQA and local laws in providing the exclusive method of considering and mitigating 
impacts on school facilities that may result from a legislative or adjudicative act.  Furthermore, the 
provisions of SB 50 are deemed to provide full and complete mitigation of school facilities impacts, 
notwithstanding any contrary provisions in CEQA or other State or local laws (Government Code Section 
65996).  In other words, payment of developer fees constitutes full and complete mitigation of school 
impacts (Draft EIR, page III.M.3-2). 

Comment No. 8-129: 

Page III.N.1-6, please refer to previous comments regarding the lack of the master landscape plan being 
available for public review at this time and the need to evaluate the siting of the reservoir at this time. 

Response:  

With respect to the master landscape plan, see Appendix L of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 8-130: 

Page III.N.1-8, it is disconcerting to have a statement regarding an essential utility based on a statement 
that the “water supplies appear to be adequate to meet the District’s water demand.”  Either it does or it 
does not.  An analysis of water availability during drought conditions needs to be included in the EIR to 
indicate whether there are shortfalls and how those shortfalls will be addressed.  The analysis in the EIR 
is not adequate to make any such conclusions.  

Response:  

With respect to water availability, see Response to No. 8-122. 
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Comment No. 8-131: 

Page III.N.1-10, the cumulative impact analysis is too restrictive, since the real issue is whether there is 
adequate water to meet the demands from either the 26 projects identified in the cumulative impact 
analysis, or whether the District’s Urban Water Master Plan identifies sufficient water supplies.  Please 
refer to 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  The cumulative impact analysis in the EIR and original 
Initial Study are too restrictive and fail to address the actual full potential cumulative demand for water 
from known projects. 

Response:  

The cumulative impact analysis incorporated data from the Los Angeles County Development Monitoring 
System, which tracked all pending, approved, and recorded projects in Los Angeles County.  Hence, the 
cumulative analysis contained in Section III.N.1 of the Draft EIR (page III.N.1-10) is more inclusive than 
the list of 26 related projects presented in Table II-1, Related Projects List, and more accurately reflects 
the actual full potential cumulative demand for water from known projects than the list method. 

Comment No. 8-132: 

Page III.P.1-4, if SCE has indicated that cumulative impacts to electricity demand would not occur in the 
project area, there needs to be a reference to this statement.  There is no citation to a letter or other 
verification and no other analytical data are provided.  As presented, this conclusion regarding cumulative 
impact on the grid is not adequate. 

Response:  

The commenter is correct. The source of the SCE information was inadvertently omitted from the text.  
Therefore, the following information is provided to clarify the discussion.  The source of the information 
was Laura Frazier, Customer Service Planner, Southern California Edison, 3589 Foothill Drive, Thousand 
Oaks, CA 91361.  In a letter communication to Christopher A. Joseph & Associates (dated July 10, 2003) 
Ms Frazier responded to a series of questions that had been submitted to her in writing on July 2, 2003.  
Because of the brevity of the SCE responses, both the original query letter and the subsequent response 
letter are added to the administrative record in the Final EIR (see Appendix P).  

Comment No. 8-133: 

Page III.P.2-3, the referenced letter from SCG (cited for cumulative impacts) needs to be put into the 
Appendices for independent verification. 

Response:  

The Gas Company letter (dated July 15, 2003) is added to the administrative record in the Final EIR (see 
Appendix P).  
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Comment No. 8-134: 

Page V-6, the rejection of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy Alternative is not support[ed] by any 
facts or analysis.  Which of the project objectives does this project not meet and what are the specific 
facts relating to such objectives that support such a finding[?]  The present discussion is inadequate and 
needs to be augmented or this alternative deserves to be considered. 

Response:  

The alternative suggested by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy was rejected for financial 
infeasibility.  The alternative would only have resulted in 58 residences. However, according to the 
applicant’s financial feasibility study, a 58 home project did not provide sufficient incentive to proceed 
(see Appendix N).  

Comment No. 8-135: 

Page V-9, second paragraph, there is no basis for concluding that the large lot alternative would eliminate 
public open space.  This is a contrivance to make this alternative appear to be less desirable than the 
proposed project.  First, the size of the lots can vary and could result in an amount of open space equal to 
the proposed project.  Second, the placement of large lots can be configured to create acceptable building 
pads with suitable amounts of property to meet the overall need to avoid sensitive biological resources.  
This is a classic case of defining an alternative so that it is unattractive rather than being feasible.  It also 
ignores the fact that by creating limited areas of grading and disturbance, all of the mass grading impacts 
can be eliminated.  As a result, substantial cost savings can be achieved and the reduction in the number 
of units may not affect the return on investment needed to make the project economically viable.  As a 
result, all of the impacts for this alternative are terribly misleading and grossly overstated and the 
relationship to project objectives (page V-18) is fundamentally inaccurate. 

Response:  

As discussed on page V-9, the Large Lot Alternative was designed in response to public comments that 
demanded (1) that the project site should be developed with large-lot ranchette type development, similar 
to existing large-lot developments located on the Wagon Road, just south of the project site; and (2) that 
the project site should be developed with a density not to exceed that permitted by an early version of the 
Draft Ventura Freeway Corridor Areawide Plan.  The early version of the Draft Ventura Freeway 
Corridor Areawide Plan referred to by the local homeowners that demanded this alternative proposed a 
density of one unit per 5 (five) acres over the entire site.  Alternative 2 meets those criteria.  However, in 
reviewing the alternative the project applicant has asserted that in order to make the ranchettes attractive 
to equestrian-oriented buyers, there would be no open space dedication.  Substantial variation in lot size 
was specifically ruled out by the criteria that the lots be at least 5 acres in size and spread out over the 
entire project site.     
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It is acknowledged that a large number of variations of lot design and grading plans are conceivable and 
some would be more desirable than others, depending upon which objectives were to be achieved.  
However, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f) provides that the range of alternatives is governed by a 
"rule of reason" that requires only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The discussion 
of alternatives need not be exhaustive, only reasonable.  The Draft EIR includes a reasonable range of five 
alternatives consisting of a No Project alternative, a Large Lot alternative, an Alternate Site Plan, an 
SEA/Reduced Lot Plan, and a Sensitive Plant Species Avoidance alternative. 

Comment No. 8-136: 

Page V-43, with regard to the discussion at the bottom of the page addressing North Area Plan objectives 
and subsequent public agency objectives, all of the statements are conclusory and do not provide any 
substantiation.  This alternative certainly meets these objectives better than the proposed project. 

Response:  

As discussed on page V-40 of the Draft EIR, on the east side of Cornell Road, the homes under Alternative 
4 would be surrounded by large cut and fill slopes that would not occur under the proposed project.  In fact, 
the point of this alternative was the protection of the sensitive plant species at any cost.  The result was an 
impractical access that required severe grading and a lot  layout that was so unattractive that it would be 
unpalatable to the community if it were ever constructed.  Consequently, Alternative 4 does not achieve the 
NAP object to protect areas of scenic beauty and natural open space. 

Comment No. 8-137: 

For such a small number of units, this project has generated an EIR of over 600 pages.  Why?  It is the 
unique environmental resources and setting of this project that makes it so difficult to develop without 
having significant effects. In many ways it is a shame that an alternative of purchasing the property for 
permanent open space is not given consideration, as the resources on the property obviously justify such 
preservation.  However, the issue at hand is whether the Draft EIR it as presently constituted is adequate 
for use by decision makers to make a decision whether to approve or deny this project.  The comments 
above demonstrate that the Draft EIR contains flaws, some of them major flaws.  Perhaps the most 
important examples are the findings regarding impacts to water quality in Medea Creek and the failure to 
properly evaluate grading impacts east of Cornell where up to 70’ high cuts will result in a 70 foot high 
cut slope in an area where minimal grading is the requirement.  In its current form, we believe that the 
Draft EIR contains unsupported conclusions, incorrect conclusions, a failure to evaluate essential 
components of the project (ranging from location and size of energy dissipaters to the set aside of 
property for a major water tank) and outdated data (lack of current biological surveys for potential listed 
species on the property).  We also believe that many of these issues are so critical to the decision making 
process that simply responding to comments is not an adequate remedy to the CEQA review process for 
this project.  Therefore, CPO requests that when additional data are integrated into the document, it be 
recirculated for a 30-day period to allow further comment on data that require further peer review. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR and I would have submitted my comments earlier, 
except I did not receive the document until midway through the comment period.  

Response:  

With respect to the purchasing of the property for permanent open space, no public agency has made such 
an offer.  Members of the Cornell Preservation Organization, which the commenter represents, have 
stated publicly their interest in purchasing at least that portion of the project site on the east side of 
Cornell Road.  But again, the Cornell Preservation Organization has made no offer to buy the property.     

With respect to water quality, see Responses to No. 8-41 through No. 8-66.  With respect to the 70-foot 
cut slope on the east side of Cornell Road, see Responses to No. 8-26, No. 8-85 and No. 8-90.  With 
respect to energy dissipaters, see Responses to No. 8-16, No. 8-39, No. 8-47, and No. 8-101.  With 
respect to the water tank site, see Response to Comment No. 8-19.   With respect to current biological 
surveys, see Responses to No. 8-70 and No. 8-74; also see Appendices C-14 through C-17 for additional 
surveys not included in the Technical Appendices to the Draft EIR. With respect to recirculation, see 
Topical Response No. 2. 
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Commenter No. 9: Steve Hess, President, Las Virgenes Homeowners 
Federation, Inc., Post Office Box 353, Agoura Hills, CA 
91301, May 11, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 9-1: 

The delegates to the Las Virgenes Homeowner's Federation represent over 2000 homeowners, taxpayers 
and voters in the Las Virgenes area and are united in our opposition to the proposed development of the 
Triangle Ranch as described in its DEIR because of its incompatibility with the Santa Monica Mountains 
North Area Plan (NAP).  The DEIR describes a large housing-tract development within a rural residential 
area that gives development priority over resource protection, contrary to the goals & principles of the 
NAP. 

I know that you will be hearing detailed responses from many sources so I have chosen to give you a high 
level summary of the most important issues to help guide your decisions. 

The Triangle Ranch lies within the jurisdiction of the North Area Plan (NAP).  It is therefore incumbent 
upon the applicant to prepare a DEIR which is compliant with the conditions, restrictions, guidelines, 
goals and spirit of the North Area Plan. Clearly, and without much investigation, one can determine that 
this DEIR does not conform to the NAP in these and many other areas: 

Response: 

This first part of the comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a 
response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

With respect to the North Area Plan and the purpose of the EIR, Public Resources Code Section 
21002.1(a) provides that the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects on the environment of 
a project, to identify alternatives to the project and to indicate the manner in which those significant 
effects can be mitigated or avoided.  In other words, an EIR is not the development proposal; rather, it is 
an assessment of the environmental consequences of a development proposal.   
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Comment No. 9-2: 

The grading details contained within the DEIR are inadequate.  For example, the discussion of cut & fill 
identifies "70 foot fill areas".  However, the locations, volume, and geology for these cut areas is not 
defined.  By using a very liberal interpretation (i.e. one favoring the applicant) grading calculations are a 
minimum of 50 times those allowed by the Grading & Ridgeline Ordinance amendment of the NAP.  
Similar statements and conditions can be found throughout the document. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the location of cut and fill slopes of the previously proposed project are shown 
in the Draft EIR on Figures III.A-2A and III.A-2B.  The grading volumes of the previously proposed 
project are shown on Figure III.A-3.  The geology is shown on Figures III.A-1A and III.A-1B.  As 
discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, the grading footprint of the revised project design, for the most 
part, falls within the grading footprint of the previously proposed project. Where exceptions occur, the 
revised project design fits within the grading footprints of one or more of the alternatives assessed in 
Section V. of the Draft EIR. (see pg. II-9).   

It is unclear how the comment arrives at the estimate that the project grading is 50 times that allowed by 
Grading and Significant Ridgeline Ordinance amendment of the NAP.  However, if the comment is a 
reference to Title 22, Planning and Zoning of the Los Angeles County Code, Section 22.44.133(D)(4)(b), 
it should be understood that the ordinance does not prohibit grading in excess of 5,000 cubic yards.  
Rather, the ordinance requires a conditional use permit (CUP) for grading in excess of 5,000 cubic yards.   
Such a CUP is one of the entitlements sought by the project applicant. 

Comment No. 9-3: 

Details of ridgeline removal are also not included. The project does not adapt to natural hillside terrain. 
(NAP Policy IV-13). 

Response: 

The revised project design does not grade any significant ridgelines identified by the Grading and 
Significant Ridgeline Ordinance.   With respect to whether the revised project is consistent with NAP 
Policy IV-13, see Topical Response No. 3.  

Comment No. 9-4: 

Credit seems to have been taken for illegally grading the hillside along Kanan Road.  That is, calculations 
were done using the existing "flat" topography when the "original" natural slope values should have been 
used; resulting in a reward to the applicant for illegal grading! 
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Response: 

With respect to the issue of previous illegal grading on the west side of Kanan Road, the property owner 
leased the area and the lessee either graded without a permit or violated a grading permit.  The area where 
the grading occurred is sloped, but is not in an area of more than 50 percent slope.  Therefore the slope-
density analysis would not be affected by using the natural grade.  Also, see Response to No. 2-26. 

Comment No. 9-5: 

Recommendation:  I ask that the applicant provide a detailed grading plan which includes all slope and 
grading calculations AND which demonstrates compliance (through verifiable calculations) with the NAP 
Grading & Ridgeline Ordinance. 

Response: 

Detailed grading plans (i.e., 1” = 40”) will be prepared as part of the grading permit process.  Preliminary 
grading plans for the previously proposed project are included in the Draft EIR (see Figures I-6, III.A-2A, 
III.A-2B and III.A-3).  Proposed grading for the revised project design is shown in Figure FEIR-1 of this 
Final EIR. 

Comment No. 9-6: 

Significant Ecological Area (SEA); 

The project area East of Cornell Way lies within SEA #6.  As such, the applicant is violating NAP 
Guiding Principle #IV-B which states that "resource protection will be given priority over development." 

Response: 

The Guiding Principal of the North Area Plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element (i.e. “resource 
protection has priority over development”) does not prohibit development within SEAs.  Rather, the 
NAP’s policies provide the criteria for development of land in SEAs.  Specifically, the project design 
must provide for resource protection within the SEA and applicants for private development within an 
SEA must comply with the General Plan’ SEA review procedures.  The revised project design was 
specifically developed to reduce impacts to SEA resources (i.e., watercourses, wildlife habitat, sensitive 
species, etc.) by avoiding direct impacts to sensitive plant communities and Medea Creek and the project 
applicant has applied for an SEA Conditional Use Permit).   

Comment No. 9-7: 

Recommendation:  I ask that the applicant revise the DEIR and provide a plan, with current Biota data, 
which gives priority to resource protection over development. 
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Response: 

Recent biological surveys have been conducted and, for the most part were included in the Technical 
Appendices of the Draft EIR.  However, two recent survey reports were inadvertently omitted from the 
Technical Appendices.  These are: (1) Results of 2003 Botanical Surveys of the Triangle Ranch Property, 
prepared by Tomas A. Leslie (Revised September 9, 2003) and (2) Results of Eight Protocol Least Bell’s 
Vireo and Five Protocol Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Surveys, prepared by Thomas Leslie 
Corporation (August 11, 2004).  These two reports are added to the administrative record in the Final EIR 
in Appendices C-16 and C-17, respectively.  In addition, since the preparation of the Draft EIR, two 
additional focused surveys for the Lyon’s pentachaeta (2005 and 2006) have been conducted.  For more 
information on project survey,s see Response to Comment No. 5-2. 

With respect to recirculation, see Topical Response No. 2 

Comment No. 9-8: 

Urban Development in a rural area; 

The applicants DEIR states very clearly that urban features like street lights, curbs, sidewalks, etc. will 
definitely be constructed in areas adjacent to Ladyface Mountain, and throughout the remainder of the 
project as needed.  This practice is in direct conflict with the North Area Plan which states that urban 
features, like those listed, should be avoided within the boundaries of the area governed by the NAP. 

Response: 

The analyses in the Draft EIR do not state that “urban features like street lights, curbs, sidewalks, etc. will 
definitely be constructed in areas adjacent to Ladyface Mountain…”  Rather, the analyses indicate that the 
portion of the project site located west of Cornell Road is subject to the provisions of Los Angeles County 
Subdivision Ordinance Sections 21.32.070 (for roads), Section 21.32.190 (for sidewalks) and Section 
21.32.140 (for street lighting), which require the installation of street lights, curbs, gutters and sidewalks.  
The analyses go on to note that because these features are not in keeping with the existing neighborhood 
patterns, the project applicant is requesting the Advisory Agency to waive these standard requirements in 
the area west of Cornell Road (Draft EIR, Section III.K, page III.K-40).  The project is now planned with 
rural residential standards throughout (no curbs, gutters or sidewalks and minimal lighting sufficient for 
safety purposes). 

Comment No. 9-9: 

Recommendation:  I ask that the applicant follow the principles of the NAP and submit a revised DEIR 
void of "urban" features. 
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Response: 

With respect to recirculation, see Topical Response No. 2. 

Comment No. 9-10: 

In closing, The Federation joined with Los Angeles County and local governments, including the City of 
Calabasas & Agoura Hills, local landowners and others to develop the North Area Plan.  Many of the 
Federation delegates and landowners invested five, ten or more, years participating in the creation of the 
North Area Plan.  This innovative plan holds as its guiding principal "to let the land dictate the type and 
intensity of use."  We wholeheartedly agree with this principal and believe this plan provides the right 
balance between resource protection and development that will insure the health and well being of the 
Santa Monica Mountains. 

We urge the County to apply these standards to their analysis of this project DEIR and reject the 
applicants DEIR on the basis that it does not comply with the County’s North Area Plan and amendments. 

The Las Virgenes Homeowner's Federation thanks the County of Los Angeles for the opportunity to 
participate in this process. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 10:  Mike Kamino, Director, Planning and Community Development, City of 
Agoura Hills, 30001 Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, May 11, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  .  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 10-1: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Triangle Ranch Project.  The project involves the subdivision of a roughly 320-
acre project site into 81 single-family residential lots, as well as four landscape and five open space lots.  
The site is located south of Agoura Road along Kanan and Cornell Roads, and is within unincorporated 
Los Angeles County, near the southern boundary of the City of Agoura Hills. Since the project abuts the 
City, it would act as the City’s southern gateway, and it is likely that many of the future residents of this 
project would utilize the various services and roadways in the City.  The site is located in a sensitive 
environmental area with oak trees, sensitive species, hillsides and Medea Creek. 

The City of Agoura Hills prepared a letter regarding the Notice of Preparation for the DEIR, dated July 
27, 2004.  We are pleased that many of the comments raised in that letter have been addressed in the 
DEIR. However, there are still a number of issues that must be addressed.  The following are our 
comments on the content and adequacy of the DEIR. 

Response: 

A copy of the City’s response to the Notice of Preparation is included in Section VIII.B of the Draft EIR.  
Responses to the City’s specific comments are provided below. 

Comment No. 10-2: 

Page I-3, Item B:  The DEIR should note if any encroachment permits and/or grading permits from the 
City of Agoura Hills would be needed.  Any work that might be necessary within City limits involving 
grading of building pads on the edge of the project boundary or fuel modification efforts should be 
considered.  Grading activities over 50 cubic yards require a City grading permit. 
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Response: 

The revised project is proposed to be developed without any offsite grading in the City of Agoura Hills 
with the exception of grading along and within the existing public street right-of-way of Kanan Road 
north of the project site. 

The crib wall construction behind lots 1 through 4 is not intended to cause offsite construction.  
Requirements for fuel modification beyond lots 1 through 5 may extend beyond the limits of the project 
site and into private property in the City of Agoura Hills.  The project applicant will comply with any 
requirements for permits from the City of Agoura Hills.  See Mitigation Measure F-16 (Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 10-3: 

Page I-8, Item D, 1st paragraph:  The text notes that the open space on the site would be maintained by 
the homeowners’ association and/or dedicated to a public agency acceptable to the County of Los 
Angeles.  However, the discussion of consistency with the North Area Plan’s Policy IV-8 on page III.K-
15 only references a “public agency.”  To ensure that this land is retained as open space in perpetuity and 
adequately protected, a conservation easement should be dedicated to a public agency or other noon-profit 
land entity that is experienced in managing open space, not the homeowner’s association.  Also, an 
exhibit should be included in the DEIR showing the parcels or areas of the site to be dedicated as open 
space.  Figure I-5 Tentative Tract Map identifies proposed open space lots, but it is not clear if all of these 
lots would be legally dedicated as open space. 

Response: 

Only 265.87 acres of the 287.77 acres of conservation open space will be dedicated to an appropriate 
public entity.  The dedicated open space will not be maintained by the homeowners’ association.  The 
reference in the Draft EIR to the open space being maintained by the homeowners’ association on pages 
S-1 and I-8, has been eliminated in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final 
EIR). The areas proposed to be dedicated are shown in Figure FEIR-1 as Open Space Lots 62 through 66. 

Comment No. 10-4: 

Page 1-8, item D, 2nd paragraph:  The text notes that street lighting would be kept to the minimum 
required for safety purposes in the area east of Cornell Road, with the area west of Cornell Road 
consisting of streetlights, sidewalks, curb and gutter.  However, given the context of the project within a 
natural setting, any street lighting, sidewalks, curb and gutter would seem inappropriate and inconsistent 
with the natural character of the area.  On page I-12, the DEIR states that the design concept is to create a 
semi-rural residential community.  The street lighting and typically suburban tract street improvements 
would be out of character in this semi-rural area. 
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Response: 

The analyses in the Draft EIR indicate that the portion of the project site located west of Cornell Road is 
subject to the provisions of Los Angeles County Subdivision Ordinance Sections 21.32.070 (for roads), 
Section 21.32.190 (for sidewalks) and Section 21.32.140 (for street lighting), which require the 
installation of street lights, curbs, gutters and sidewalks.  The Draft EIR discussion also states that 
because these features are not in keeping with the existing neighborhood patterns, the project applicant is 
requesting the Advisory Agency to waive these standard requirements in the area west of Cornell Road 
(Draft EIR, Section III.K, page III.K-40).  The project currently is planned with rural residential standards 
throughout.  With respect to Policy IV-8, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 10-5: 

Page I-13:  This text does not adequately describe the scope of grading. The height of cut slopes should be 
identified.  The grading pad in the DEIR shows over 60-foot high cut slopes.  This is inconsistent with the 
North Area Plan (NAP) Policy IV-12, as noted on page III.K-16, and therefore measures or alternatives 
should be identified to reduce the height of these slopes. 

Response: 

The scope of grading is discussed in the Draft EIR in Section III.A.  The acreage of grading disturbance 
and the cubic yardage of earth movement is presented on page III.A-9.  The Grading Plan is presented in 
Figures III.A-2A and III.A-2B.  The locations of cut and fill are shown on Figure III.A-3.  The height and 
slope ratios of cut and fill slopes are discussed on page III.A-13. The heights of slopes on the revised 61-
lot site plan are shown on Figure FEIR-1 of this Final EIR. With respect to the revised project’s 
consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3. 

As discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, the revised project design achieves further reductions in the 
total area of the grading footprint and the total quantity of earthwork. For the most part, the grading 
footprint for the revised project design fits within the grading footprint of the previously proposed project.  
Where exceptions occur, the revised project design fits within the grading footprints of one of the 
alternatives assessed in Section V. of the Draft EIR. The grading footprint of the revised project design 
covers an area of approximately 27.39 acres. This is approximately 21.21 acres less than the grading 
footprint of the previously proposed project, primarily as a result of the fewer lots east of Cornell Road.  
The total quantity of earthwork under the revised project design is approximately 308,500 cubic yards of 
excavation.  This is approximately 189,921 cubic yards of excavation less than required by the previously 
proposed project.     

The revised project design also reduces the heights of both cut and fill slopes.  Under the previously 
proposed project, the tallest cut slope was located in the eastern portion of the project site.  It reached a 
maximum height of approximately 70 feet.  Under the revised project, the maximum height of a cut slope 
(which is above Lot 57) is approximately 40 feet.  However, there is a very small section of a cut slope 
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between Lot 57 and 58, where the knoll projects westerly on the Cornell side of the project, that has a cut 
of 50 feet and then drops quickly below 40 feet.  This cut slope is in the same general area as the previous 
70 cut slope.  

Comment No. 10-6: 

From the exhibits in the DEIR, it appears that Silver Creek Road is proposed to be extended to Cornell 
Road.  However, the DEIR does not seem to address this improvement.  Is this proposed as part of the 
project? In any case the DEIR should identify this improvement. If it is to be part of the project, its 
potential impacts (especially wetland/riparian and drainage and upstream effects) should be assessed in 
the DEIR. 

Response: 

Silver Creek Road is not on the project site and the project does not propose to extend or in any way to 
modify Silver Creek Road.  The Silver Creek Road right-of way is depicted on the Draft EIR exhibits for 
informational purposes only.   

Comment No. 10-7: 

Table I-1 on page II-18:  This list of projects in the City of Agoura Hills is several years old and is 
outdated, as it contains projects that are already built, been withdrawn, or revised.  Attached is an updated 
list that should be considered as part of the DEIR.  Please contact City staff if there are questions 
regarding this revised information.  It is important to have an adequate and up-to-date project list so that 
the cumulative background impacts can be included as part of the analysis of the proposed project. 

Response: 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(A) provides that the list approach to identifying projects that may 
contribute to cumulative impacts should include “past, present and probable future projects”.  The fact 
that some of the “related” projects may now have been built-out does not invalidate their inclusion, since 
they had not been built out at the time the cumulative analyses were conducted.  Similarly, projects that 
were considered “probable future projects” at the time the cumulative analyses were conducted were valid 
at that time.  The fact that they may now have been withdrawn does not invalidate the cumulative 
analyses presented in the EIR. Rather, their inclusion may cause some overstatement of the cumulative 
impacts; hence the cumulative analyses can be considered to represent the worst case scenario.  No new 
significant cumulative impacts would likely result from a decrease in the extent of the identified 
cumulative impact.  In addition to the foregoing, it should also be recognized that it is the nature of the 
analysis process to overstate cumulative impacts.  For example, there are no assumptions in the 
cumulative analyses about what mitigation measures might be required of each of the related projects to 
reduce the level of their incremental impacts. Consequently, possible revisions to one or more of the 
related project are more than compensated for by the conservative nature of the cumulative analyses.   
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Lastly, the City’s updated list has been compared to the list of related projects used for the EIR’s 
cumulative impact analyses.  All of the related projects included in the City’s list are also included in the 
list of related project provided in Table II-1 of the Draft EIR.  However, the Draft EIR identifies specific 
project’s that have been proposed for the area subsequently defined as the Agoura Village Specific Plan 
Area, whereas the City’s Specific Plan only identifies total potential buildout. The only City of Agoura 
project that is identified in Table II-1 of the Draft EIR that is not also included on the City's list of 
pending and approved projects is the Riverwalk project, which proposed 336 apartments, 93,000 square 
feet of office and 19,000 square feet of restaurant space. As discussed above, the inclusion of the project 
may result in an overstatement of cumulative impacts, but does not invalidate the assessment of 
cumulative impacts presented in the Draft EIR.  

Comment No. 10-8: 

This section does not seem to address any blasting or other form of pre-grading rock treatment that may 
occur due to certain underlying landforms within a portion of the project site.  The DEIR should explain 
what methods are proposed to be utilized, along with addressing any potential impacts from the activities.  
The City’s policy regarding blasting is that it not be permitted.  Since the project is adjacent to City limits, 
the project should not involve blasting. 

Response: 

Blasting is discussed in Technical Appendices A-1 and A-2 of the Draft EIR, which are incorporated by 
reference. Noise-related aspects of blasting and rock crushing are discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 
III.H-10 and 11.  For further information, see Responses to Comment No. 8-83.  

Comment No. 10-9: 

While the proposed project has been scaled back from previous versions through primarily a reduction in 
residential units, the project would still result in significant biological impacts to sensitive plants, animals 
and various habitat communities.  The DEIR notes that SEATAC reviewed this project and prior 
iterations on several occasions.  The current project, as noted throughout this section, has only partially, 
but not fully, addressed the SEATAC’s concerns.  For example, the text in the first paragraph on page 
III.F-39 states, “…the development has been partially redesigned in response to SEATAC comments...”  
Moreover, starting on page III.F-41, the DEIR outlines the many ways in which the project is not in 
conformance with SEA compatibility criteria.  By eliminating or reconfiguring certain residential lots on 
the site, it appears that the project’s impacts can be significantly and feasibly reduced.  On page III.F-39, 
1st paragraph, the DEIR states that, “Areas of the project in close proximity to the Lyon’s pentachaeta 
have been pulled back to the maximum extent practicable.”  The DEIR does not explain why it is not 
practicable to eliminate or shift additional lots to avoid this endangered plant, as well as avoiding 
jurisdictional drainages and other sensitive biological resources described in this section, and therefore 
reduce or eliminate significant impacts.   



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-162 

Response: 

With respect to the revised project’s consistency with the SEA Compatibility Criteria, see Table FEIR-3, 
in Section II of this Final EIR. The revised proposed project was redesigned to further reduce impacts to 
the SEA.  While some impacts to natural resources are an inevitable result of development, the revised 
project is designed to conform to the constraints of the site’s natural environment through the designation 
of 287.77 acres, or approximately 90 percent of the project site, as conservation open space and provision 
of the long-term management of this open space. That open space includes 96.8 percent of that portion of 
the SEA that is located within the Project site.  In addition, approximately 7 percent of the site is within 
the fuel modification zone and will yield additional conservation benefits.  This zone is retained open 
space to be managed to conserve sensitive species.  Therefore, the County believes that the SEA goals 
will be met. 

Comment No. 10-10: 

Support of the conclusion on page III.F-41, 1st paragraph, stating that impacts to jurisdictional waters are 
not considered significant, needs to be provided.  This conclusion conflicts with the thresholds of 
significance outlined on page III.F-33.  The project involves the grading and filling of 12 jurisdictional 
drainages and instead directing flow to a system of underground culverts.  This is a significant impact, 
and will cause direct negative effects to the existing biological resources.  The text should describe the 
habitat in these drainages, and reconsider the magnitude of these impacts.  In summary, the impact 
discussion is insufficient, the mitigation measures do not go far enough in reducing impacts, and there is 
insufficient discussion as to why further mitigation measures, such as avoiding sensitive areas and plants, 
are not feasible or practicable.  Given the numerous inconsistencies with the SEA compatibility criteria 
and the fairly extensive significant and unavoidable biological impacts associated with the project, it 
appears that the subject site is not a favorable location for this type and density of development. 

Response: 

The drainages within the project site are fully described in the jurisdictional delineation report found in 
Appendix C-6 of the Draft EIR.  The 0.8 acres of ephemeral drainages to be impacted by the revised 
project are described as cobble-lined creeks without riparian vegetation (0.10 acre U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers jurisdictional area and 0.22 acre California Department of Fish and Game jurisdictional area).   
Therefore, no wetland or riparian habitat would be eliminated due to the proposed project.  Based on the 
Threshold of Significance criteria, the loss of these ephemeral drainages would not be considered 
significant. Additionally, any impacts to jurisdictional drainages will be fully addressed through the 
permitting process with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
California Department of Fish and Game.  Also, see discussion of revised project impacts to drainages in 
Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 10-11: 
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Given the numerous biological impacts addressed in this DEIR that would not be mitigated to a less than 
significant level, this section should explain that approval of the project as proposed would require a 
statement of overriding considerations by the CEQA Lead Agency. 

Response: 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 (b) provides that “when the lead agency approves a project which will 
result in the occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the final EIR but are not avoided or 
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on 
the final EIR and/or other information in the record.  The statement of overriding considerations shall be 
supported by substantial evidence in the record.” 

The revised project reduces the severity of all the identified impacts.  With respect to biological resources, 
direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya have been avoided and 
indirect impacts have been mitigated to less than significant levels; the redesign of the eastern enclave in 
the SEA has reduced habitat connectivity impacts to a less than significant level; inconsistency with the 
SEA compatibility criteria has also been reduced to less than significant levels; and, impacts to oak trees 
remain less than significant by compliance with the Oak Tree Ordinance. However, the loss of habitat 
remains an unavoidable and significant effect of development.  Impacts to scenic qualities have also been 
reduced to the extent possible.  However, the conversion of the site’s hillsides to a residential setting 
remains an unavoidable and significant effect of development. In addition, the revised project will also 
cause significant short-term, construction related air quality and noise impacts. Therefore, approval of the 
project will require a statement of overriding considerations. 

Comment No. 10-12: 

Page III.F, Mitigation Measure F-3:  This measure briefly refers to the fuel modification plan and its 
components.  However, this section of the DEIR also needs to include a fuller discussion of the fuel 
modification zones that would be required for the project.  This would include a description of what the 
fuel modification program would entail, including types of species and plant communities that would 
remain and those that would be removed; a map showing the zones along with the locations of sensitive 
species and habitat and the proposed lots and improvements; potential biological impacts from vegetation 
clearing and revegetation; and any necessary additional mitigation measures.  The limits of the fuel 
modification zones should be considered in this section, as well as other appropriate DEIR sections, as the 
outer boundary of the affected environment.  Also, if the zones cross over the northern portion of the site, 
into the jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills, then coordination with the City will be required.  The 
City would be opposed to any fuel modification that crosses onto City limits, as these areas were donated 
to the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy for purposes of permanent open space preservation and 
habitat protection.  For similar reasons, no grading for project construction (see Lots 3, 4, 5, 13 and 14) 
should occur on land in the City limits. 

Response: 
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The requirements of the County’s fuel modification program are discussed in Section III.M.1., Fire 
Protection Services, in the Draft EIR. The area associated with this zone is 21.9 acres (23.22 including 
1.32 acres of offsite fuel modification).  To establish criteria to address the concern raised in this 
comment Mitigation Measure F-2 (formerly numbered F-3 on page III.F-46 in the Draft EIR) has been 
changed and renumbered in Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR. 

The fuel modification zones and preliminary Fuel ModificationPlan (May 25, 2007) for the revised 
project, which have been approved by the Los Angeles County Fire Department, are presented in 
Appendix M of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 10-13 

Page III.F-39, 3rd paragraph:  This paragraph references the oak tree report and mitigation requirements 
as a result of impacts to oak trees. The DEIR should clarify if these mitigation measures have been 
incorporated as part of the project description.  If so, these measures should be described in more detail in 
the text where the various project components are described.  Otherwise, the impacts should be further 
described and the mitigation should be called out more specifically in the list of mitigation measures. 

Response: 

The mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project as Mitigation Measure F-11 in the DEIR 
(now renumbered Mitigation Measure F-10 in Section III, Corrections and Additions of this FEIR).  The 
measure requires that the applicant both comply with the Oak Tree Ordinance and develop a 
Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan. 

Comment No. 10-14: 

Page III.F-45, Mitigation Measure F-1(2):  This measure should also include a requirement for a 
monitoring and maintenance program to ensure that the revegetation is successful.  Otherwise, this 
measure would be useless[.]  As in Mitigation Measure F-2(2), this measure should include a requirement 
that the monitoring and maintenance program be specified in the CC&Rs as being the responsibility of 
the Homeowners’ Association or other future owner of the land.  This mitigation measure should also list 
that this requirement be written into the deed. 

Response: 

There have been a number of comments regarding Mitigation Measure F-2.  This mitigation measure has 
been rewritten and renumbered as F-1 (see Section III (Corrections and Additionsin this Final EIR)   

Comment No. 10-15: 

Page III.F-43, 1st paragraph:  The last sentence notes that the project is in substantial conformance with 
SEA Compatibility Criterion 3.  However, there is no information contained in this paragraph to 
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substantiate this conclusion.  Moreover, the DEIR on page III.F-40, 2nd paragraph, notes that the project 
could interrupt east-west movement via Medea Creek and Drainage B, and claims that this would be 
considered a significant impact.  The DEIR should address these inconsistencies in level of impact. 

Response: 

The project is in substantial conformance with SEA Compatibility Criterion 3 because it is designed to 
limit impacts on wildlife corridors and leave such corridors in an undisturbed and natural state.  As 
explained in the DEIR, Medea Creek will remain intact following project implementation (see page III.F-
43). In addition, the proposed project will retain a buffer of varying width along both sides of Medea 
Creek; the proposed lots will be separated topographically from the Creek; and Mitigation Measure F-8 
(renumbered F-7), as well as Mitigation Measures J-1 through J-12, regarding lighting will ensure that 
lots proximate to the Creek will limit impacts on the Creek and wildlife therein.   Furthermore, as 
explained in the DEIR, existing habitat connections to the south of the project site would remain largely 
unaffected by the project (see page III.F-43).  Although wildlife movement corridors are being left in an 
undisturbed and natural state, the DEIR acknowledges the possibility of spillover (that is, indirect) effects 
from the proposed project (see page III. F-44).  The mitigation measures imposed will reduce the extent 
of such effects to less than significant levels.   

Comment No. 10-16: 

Page III.F-45, Mitigation Measure F-2:  Since areas containing Lyon’s pentachaeta (an endangered 
species, with this particular series of locations listed in the DEIR as “one of the largest populations known 
to exist in the Santa Monica Mountains[”]) would be removed for construction of the homes, replanting of 
this species, not simply preservation of the existing populations, should be required.  The basic 
components of such a plan should be provided in the DEIR.  If replanting is not feasible or unlikely to be 
effective, then the site plan should be revised to avoid these areas altogether. 

Response: 

The revised project eliminates all direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta.  None of the scattered patches of 
Lyon’s pentachaeta on the project site are within the area to be developed. Mitigation Measure F-1 places 
all of these patches in a protected open space area.  See Section III, (Corrections and Additions) of this 
FEIR.  A few patches of Lyon’s pentachaeta are found in the fuel modification zone.  However, 
Mitigation Measure F-3 has been revised and renumbered (to F-2) to protect and preserve these patches.  
A preliminary Fuel Management Plan has been prepared that excludes these patches from fuel 
modification activities.  See Response to Comment No. 10-12 and Corrections and Additions (Section III) 
of this FEIR. The Fuel Modification Plan must also be consistent with the Habitat Management Plan 
described in Mitigation Measure F-1(2) and the Master Landscape Plan described in Mitigation Measures 
F-3 (see Section III, Corrections and Additions of this FEIR). 

Comment No. 10-17: 
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Page III.F-48, Mitigation Measure F-9: This measure mentions a minimum habitat mitigation ratio of 1:1 
onsite, and continues to state, “...and no less than 2:1 for mitigation.”  Please clarify if this last part of the 
sentence is meant to refer to offsite mitigation.  In any case, these ratios are too low.  A minimum ratio of 
3:1 should be the goal to account for loss of habitat until full growth is established and to account for 
failure of a certain amount of plantings.  Additionally, while a final habitat mitigation plan is not 
necessary to be provided at this point, the DEIR should at least propose conceptual ideas, including type 
of replacement habitat and potential receiver sites so that an assessment regarding adequacy and 
feasibility of mitigation measures can be made. 

Response: 

To address the concerns stated in this comment, Mitigation Measure F-9 on page III.F-48 in the Draft EIR 
has been changed and renumbered F-8 in Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR.  In 
addition, the mitigation ratios are correct for unvegetated or sparsely vegetated ephemeral streams.  The 
ratios are minimums and do not preclude the option of the ACOE or CDFG to require a larger one.   

Comment No. 10-18: 

Page III.F-49:  This paragraph states that indirect cumulative biological impacts would be less than 
significant, but does not state whether direct cumulative impacts to biological resources would be 
significant. It appears that this would be a significant impact.  This discussion needs to be expanded 
accordingly. 

Response: 

Direct cumulative impacts identified in the DEIR include loss of sensitive plant communities, listed plant 
species, and wildlife habitat connectivity. The principal sensitive plants on site are the Lyon’s pentachaeta 
and the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  Direct impacts to both of these listed species are avoided by 
the revised project. Indirect impacts due to fuel modification are mitigated to a less than significant level 
by the implementation of the Habitat Management Plan and Fuel Modification Plan (see revised 
Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-16, Section III, Corrections and Additions) of this FEIR. Furthermore, 
management measures will be put in place to protect and enhance the on-site populations of these plants.  
These measures also are identified in Mitigation Measure F-1.  Due to the limited impacts on the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta, the Fish and Wildlife Service recently decided to exclude the project site from critical habitat 
for the species (see 71 Fed. Reg. 66,374 (Nov. 14, 2006)) and issued a Biological Opinion that the project 
would not jeopardize the continued existence of the species (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological 
Opinion (1-8-05-F-24), May 24, 2007). 

Additionally, the proposed project is designed to limit impacts on wildlife corridors and leave such 
corridors in an undisturbed and natural state.  Please review the Response to Comment No. 10-15. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-167 

The direct cumulative impacts on sensitive plants and wildlife habitat connectivity are less than 
significant, particularly when evaluated in light of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 10-19: 

Page III.F-46, Mitigation Measure F-5:  Please refer to Comment #2 regarding open space.  These 
comments should also be reflected in the mitigation measure. 

Response: 

The addition of a conservation easement over the conservation open space and fuel modification zone has 
been added to Mitigation Measure F-1 (1) and prohibited uses have been listed in F-4 (see Section III, 
Corrections and Additions) of this FEIR.   Coordination with the City is provided in Mitigation Measure 
F-16 (see Section III, Corrections and Additions) of this FEIR. Although potential fuel modification of 
approximately 1.32 acres is required in the City of Agoura Hills, no grading of this area is anticipated 

Comment No. 10-20: 

Page III.F-47, Mitigation Measure F-8(2):  The street lighting is not necessary or appropriate, given the 
site’s location amidst sensitive ecological areas and the semi-rural character of the location.  The 
mitigation measure should be revised to avoid street lighting that would adversely affect biological 
resources. 

Response: 

To address the concerns stated in this comment, Mitigation Measure F-8 on page III.F-47 in the Draft EIR 
has been changed and renumbered in Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR to add the 
following Mitigation Measure F-7 (4) to ensure that night lighting does not intrude onto the open space 
areas.   In addition, a request by the applicant to waive the standard requirements of street lights, curbs, 
gutters and sidewalks in favor of rural residential standards throughout the project includes lighting as 
well 

Also, see Response to Comment No. 10-4. 

Comment No. 10-21: 

Starting on page III.I-32, the DEIR describes the project’s aesthetic impacts, with mitigation measures 
beginning on page III.I-34.  The DEIR concludes that impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, and the 
existing visual character or quality of the project site and its surroundings, would result in unavoidable 
significant impacts.  However, the mitigation measures listed are inadequate, and do not even address 
some of the particular impact areas.  Additional mitigation measures should be considered in this DEIR.  
While they may not eliminate the stated unavoidable significant impacts, they would serve to further 
reduce impacts.  The suggested mitigation measures, and/or changes to the project are described below.  
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Response: 

The revised project’s Design Guidelines and Landscape Plan provide conceptual guidelines of both 
landscape and architectural measures to ensure project compatibility with the surrounding residential 
development (see Appendices K and L, respectively, in this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 10-22: 

As designed, the character of the project is more suburban than semi-rural.  A community with street 
lights, sidewalks, curb and gutter is not the appropriate type of development in this area, which is semi-
rural and surrounded by valuable natural areas and mountains, much of which has been designated as 
SEA.  It is not clear if the development would be gated; gated communities should be discouraged in this 
area.  While the compact layout of the development has notable benefits, namely concentrating urban 
development in a distinct area, thereby leaving more areas for open space, it also has significant 
drawbacks.  In this particular case, the development is too urban in appearance.  To be more compatible 
with the surrounding natural environment, consideration should be given to reducing the number of 
residential lots and redesigning the site, including re-configuration of the lots and street system to be more 
naturalistic.  Examples include the following: no curb/sidewalk; no street lights or at least no light poles, 
the use of flag lots instead of cul-de-sac layouts; and more split level pads. 

Response: 

With respect to the City’s concern that the proposed project is “too urban in appearance”, the revised 
project design may be viewed as a residential buffer between the City of Agoura Hills’ proposed urban 
density Agoura Village Specific Plan Area located almost immediately to the north of the project site and 
the natural environment of the National Recreation Area farther to the south.  Figure FEIR-15 (in Section 
II of this Final EIR) is an aerial photograph that shows the spatial relationship of the revised project and 
the Agoura Village Specific Plan Area.  The Agoura Village Specific Plan Area proposes to develop as 
much as 948,500 square feet of new commercial development and 293 multi-family units in a 125-acre 
area.   In comparison, the revised project design proposes to develop 61 homes on 320.3 acres.   

Substantial design work has been prepared, since the publication of the Draft EIR, to support the Draft 
EIR’s description of the project as a semi-rural residential community.  Appendix K of this Final EIR 
contains the Design Guidelines, which provide detailed information about the revised project’s  
architectural and landscaping provisions.  Additional information regarding the proposed landscaping is 
provided in Appendix L (Landscape Plan).  Also, Figures FEIR-8 through FEIR-14 in Section II of this 
Final EIR provide “perspective sketches” to help the reader visualize what the site would look like after 
development.  In addition, updated computer simulations and scenic cross-sections of the revised project 
are provided in Appendix T. These additional materials amplify and clarify information provided in the 
Draft EIR and their inclusion does not result in identification of any further significant impacts.   

With respect to curbs, gutters, street lights and sidewalks, see Response to No. 10-4. 
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Under the revised site plan, eight of the single-family lots east of Cornell Road are proposed to be semi-
custom or custom home lots within a gated community.  

With respect to the suggestion that the project be redesigned to reduce the number of residential lots and 
reconfiguration of the site design, see Section II of this Final EIR for a discussion of the revised project 
design.   

Comment No. 10-23: 

Page III.I-33, 2nd paragraph, the text states, “… grading would transform the complex terrain of the 
hillsides into more regular ordered patterns of horizontal planes.  The rugged natural forms of the project 
site and the surrounding Santa Monica Mountains constitute major scenic resources.”  The project 
involves substantial cut (498,421 c.y.) and fill (427,483 c.y.) quantities, along with steep cut slopes.  The 
amount of grading could feasibly be minimized by reducing the project footprint, especially encroaching 
into the hillsides.  The proposed lots on the steeper slopes should be avoided, and instead these slopes 
should be preserved in their current state.  On gentler slopes, the lots should be developed such that 
residences can be “stepped up” or terraced, being contoured with the hillside, not graded out to create flat 
building pads.  This would result in development that is less visually intrusive to the hillside backdrop, 
and would greatly minimize aesthetic impacts to the scenic mountain resources. 

Response: 

As discussed in Section II of this Final EIR and in Response to Comment No. 10-5, the project has been 
revised to reduce the grading footprint by an additional 21.21 acres, from 48.6 acres (as discussed in the 
Draft EIR) to 27.39 acres in the current 61-lot revised site design. This has largely been achieved by 
reducing encroachment into the hillsides within the SEA: housing east of Cornell Road has been reduced 
from 27 to 10 homes.  Approximately 90 percent of the project site would remain undisturbed by grading.  
In contrast to the proposed project, the Los Angeles County Code (Hillside CUP section) only requires 
hillside projects to provide 70 percent open space. Also, lots on the steeper slopes have been, for the most 
part, avoided: 24.7 acres (or 90.2 of the grading footprint) fall with the 0-25% slope category; 2.24 acres 
(or 8.2% of the grading footprint) falls with the 26-50% slope category; and 0.45 acres (or 1.6% of the 
grading footprint) fall with the +50% slope category. 

With respect to being less visually intrusive to the hillside backdrop, the revised project design preserves 
the prominent ridgeline in the eastern portion of the site and the ridgeline of Ladyface Mountain in the 
western portion of the site.  As discussed in Response to Comment No. 8-90, a review of the revised 61-
lot project indicates that impacts to visual qualities would remain unavoidable and significant.  

Comment No. 10-24: 

Page III.I-33, 4th paragraph:  The text states that, “...the residential enclaves have been designed to create 
a suburban and semi-rural, residential community that avoids the appearance of a ‘tract’ development.”  
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However, the development as proposed still conveys a sense of a suburban subdivision, as evidenced in 
the series of photo-simulation exhibits (III.I-7 through III.I-11).  Further measures should be incorporated 
into the project to reduce this effect.  In particular, building setbacks from Kanan and Cornell Roads 
should be increased, and the setbacks vegetated with denser landscaping (including trees and shrubs) that 
provides an adequate visual buffer from the homes to Kanan and Cornell Roads, and that reflects a more 
natural, as opposed to a manicured, appearance.  As shown in the photo-simulations, the proposed 
vegetation is sporadically placed and insufficient.  The landscaping should significantly obscure the 
buildings from vehicles and passersby on the main roadways through the area.  The DEIR should describe 
the range of vegetative species to be used in the buffer areas and plot these areas on an exhibit.   

Response: 

This comment expresses opinions about the design of proposed project, but does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a 
response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

With respect to landscaping, the Draft EIR provides both a landscape concept plan (Figure I-7) and a 
preliminary plant palette (Appendix C-7).  These preliminary plans in the Draft EIR have been 
supplemented in this Final EIR by the detailed Design Guidelines and Landscape Plans (see Appendices 
K and L).    More specifically as it relates to the revised 61 lot project, for the lots along the west side of 
Kanan Road, the set back from the road to the back of the pad ranges from approximately 50 feet up to 85 
feet.  An additional landscape buffer was also added to the side yards of lots 35 and 45 on the east side of 
Kanan Road 

Comment No. 10-25: 

Also, particular design characteristics, color schemes and building materials should be stipulated in the 
DEIR as mitigation measures.  Page III.I-14, first full paragraph, states that, “...the depiction of the 
proposed structures is only intended to give the sense of their appearance.  No architectural plans have 
been developed for the proposed homes; therefore, depictions of the homes are strictly generic and are not 
intended to suggest any specific architectural styles, color schemes or exterior building materials.”  While 
it is understandable and acceptable that the design is schematic at this point in time, the design 
characteristics are actually critical to considering whether the project would result in significant aesthetic 
impacts.  Therefore, the project should either incorporate certain basic design standards/parameters to 
reduce potential impacts, or the standards should be included as mitigation measures.  The design 
standards could include requiring earth-tone palettes; utilizing non-reflective and more naturalistic 
building materials; architecture that reflects but does not retract [sic] from the natural semi-rural 
surroundings through size, height, scale and style; and landscaping design that is naturalistic in placement 
and in types of species selected to blend in with the existing landscape.  As presented, the mitigation 
measures do not go far enough in reducing the impacts.  There are further feasible mitigation measures, 
such as those listed above, that should be included in the DEIR. 
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Response: 

Detailed Design Guidelines for the revised project’s architecture and Landscape Plan have been 
developed and are included in Appendices K and L of this Final EIR. The use of earth-tone palettes and 
non-reflective naturalistic building materials is already required by Mitigation Measure J-6.   

Comment No. 10-26: 

MM 1-4 on page III. I-35 notes that concrete drains and all other drainage devices shall be tinted with an 
earth tone.  This would help in minimizing aesthetic impacts.  However, rather than just conceal the 
concrete and other man-made structures through tints, consideration should be given to minimizing the 
amount and size of man-made drainage structures to what is absolutely necessary.  For example, where 
possible, natural or natural-appearing materials, such as riprap, should be utilized.  As presented, the 
mitigation measure is insufficient, and additional feasible measures should be listed in the DEIR. 

Response: 

In response to the recommendation, Mitigation Measure I-3 on page III.I-35 in the Draft EIR has been 
changed in Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR to read as follows: Where feasible, 
drainage devices (terrace drains, benches and intervening terraces) visible from surrounding areas shall be 
bermed,  constructed of natural or natural-appearing materials, such as riprap, and placed in swales.” 

Comment No. 10-27: 

Page III.I-34, Mitigation Measure I-1(1): The third sentence should be revised to state, “Only non-
invasive, native plant...”  Not “non-native.” 

Response: 

Mitigation Measure I-1(1) is not revised as recommended.  As written, the measure permits the inclusion 
of some non-native plant species in the palette for the master landscape plan, when such species are non-
invasive.  The proposed change would eliminate the possibility of using any non-native vegetation in the 
landscaping.  Furthermore, the comment fails to demonstrate a nexus between the recommended 
mitigation measure and a significant visual quality impact resulting from the use of non-native, non-
invasive vegetation in the landscape plan.   

Comment No. 10-28: 

Aside from the fact that County standards may require street lighting, the need for light poles is not made 
clear in the DEIR.  How many street lights would be required to meet County standards and how tall 
would the light standards be?  Could not other types of lighting, besides poles, provide adequate safety?  
Additionally, page III.J-3, footnote 2, states that street lighting systems may be waived if the “advisory 
agency finds that street lights will not be in keeping with the neighborhood pattern.”  Given the 
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substantial impacts of street lighting on the general area, the DEIR needs to provide further information 
on the need for such lighting and consider alternative methods of providing illumination. While there is 
already some street pole lighting in the general area, the proposed project would substantially add to this 
lighting, creating further inconsistencies with the semi-rural character. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the need for streets lights and the heights of the poles are made clear in the 
analyses on page III.J-4 of the Draft EIR. The text states: “Both residential enclaves west of Cornell Road 
would be required to provide standard subdivision street lighting, in conformance with Los Angeles 
County Subdivision regulations (Title 21, Section 21.32.140).  Such street lighting typically consists of 
streetlights mounted on 25-foot tall poles, spaced 150 feet on center, and located on both sides of the 
roadway in a staggered layout.”  Figure III.J-2 demonstrates the lighting scheme that would be required 
by the County Code:  In addition to the existing lighting on Kanan Road, the proposed project would be 
required to provide 19 street light poles on the west side of Kanan Road, and six street light poles on the 
east side of Kanan Road.  Five street light poles are proposed for safety purposes on the east side of 
Cornell Road.   

The project applicant has stated its preference not to provide standard street lighting, and has requested a 
waiver from the County’s standard requirements (Draft EIR, page III.K-40).  At this time the project is 
planned with rural residential lighting standards throughout.     

Comment No. 10-29: 

Page III.J-7 notes that passengers in vehicles on Kanan Road would experience substantial new light or 
glare impacts at a level that is less than significant.  Also, the last paragraph on this page states that the 
development “would not create new sources of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
nighttime views as seen from Cornell Road.”  This conclusion is not adequately substantiated, so further 
information needs to be provided to support these statements.  The project would significantly add to the 
existing Kanan Road lighting and create new lighting along Cornell Road.  A photometric study or similar 
lighting evaluation should be prepared that demonstrates the specific areas that would be illuminated and 
at what levels. 

Response: 

The night-lighting analyses in the Draft EIR on page III.J-7 specifically assess the impact of night lighting 
on passengers in vehicles on Kanan Road.  The analyses conclude the impact would not be significant for 
two reasons: First, there is already a bright level of street lighting on Kanan Road adjacent to the 
proposed development areas.  This is demonstrated in the Draft EIR in Figure III.J-1.  Second, passengers 
in vehicles on Kanan Road would only have brief views of the night lighting.  New lighting in the vicinity 
of Kanan Road would be visible from vehicles on Kanan Road for a distance of approximately 3,200 feet.  
Hence, at an average travel speed of 54-55 mph, some of the new lighting would be visible for 
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approximately 40 seconds.  The combined effect of (1) the masking effect of existing street lighting and 
(2) the relatively brief period the new street lighting would be visible, suggests that the passengers in 
vehicles on Kanan Road would not experience substantial new light or glare which would adversely affect 
nighttime views in the project area.   

However, the analyses in the Draft EIR distinguish between the significance of the night lighting impact 
for passengers in vehicles and residents in the area.  The analyses conclude that current residents living 
along Cornell and Caleta Roads would experience a significant night lighting impact (pages III.J-6 and 
III.J-11).   

Furthermore, contrary to the comment, three photometric studies are presented in the Draft EIR:  Figure 
III.J-1 presents the existing level of street lighting on Kanan Road at the project site; Figure III.J-2 
presents the level of lighting that would occur if the County’s standards street lighting requirements were 
implemented; Figure III.J-3 demonstrates the level of light that would occur if the project applicant’s 
lighting mitigation plan were implemented.  The analyses conclude that with the implementation of the 
Lighting Mitigation Plan and the recommended mitigation measures, lighting impacts would be reduced 
to a less than significant level.   

Lastly, as demonstrated in each of the photometric studies included in the Draft EIR, no lighting would be 
installed on Cornell Road other than one street light pole at the intersection of the access road to the 
eastern enclave. This also applies to the current project. 

Comment No. 10-30: 

Page III.I-9, 3rd paragraph:  The conclusion that project lighting would not make any material 
contribution to the already-present sky glow needs to be substantiated. 

Response: 

The conclusion is based upon an assessment of the effectiveness of the proposed lighting mitigation plan 
in combination with the implementation of the mitigation measures.  Foremost, the lighting mitigation 
plan would substitute low level bollard lighting for standard street lights.  The street lighting that would 
be provided would consist of non-glare fixtures, focused downward and only fixtures that cut-off light 
directed to the sky would be installed.  Where not in conflict the Fire Department’s fuel modification 
requirements, an expanded tree canopy would also be used to reduce atmospheric light pollution further.  
The use of exterior up lighting fixtures to accent building facades and trees would be prohibited, as would 
the use of “glowing” fixtures (such as lantern style lighting).  The use of motion detectors would be 
required.  Tennis court light must be shielded and must cut off lighting directed to the sky.  Gate and 
driveway lighting must consist of non-glow fixtures, shielded and directed onto the property.  
Implementation of these lighting requirements would result in a much lower level of lighting than is 
currently produced by existing residences in the areas that are not subject to any lighting restrictions. 
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Additionally, the use of minimal lighting throughout the project consistent with rural residential standards 
will further reduce the project’s contribution to ambient glow. 

Comment No. 10-31: 

Page III.I-10, 3rd paragraph:  The conclusion of no significant impact to light-sensitive wildlife species 
also needs to be substantiated.  Just because the majority of the site area will remain in open space does 
not mean that lighting in the remainder of the site would not result in significant impacts. 

Response: 

Street lighting is not proposed on the portion of the development east of Cornell Road.  This area will 
contain a private community having rural standards with a security gate located at the Street “F” entrance.   

Proposed residential areas west of Cornell Road also will use rural residential standards, limiting lighting 
to the minimum necessary for safety purposes (see Draft EIR, Section III.K, page III.K-40).  Also, see 
Response to Comment No. 10-4. 

Because of the concern regarding impacts of street lighting on biological resources, Mitigation Measure 
F-8 has been changed and renumbered to F-7 in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and 
Additions) to include standards for both lighting installed when the project is constructed and future 
lighting that may be installed by homeowners.. 

Comment No. 10-32: 

The mitigation measures listed on page III.J-13 in bullet format are beneficial but do not go far enough in 
reducing impacts.  The DEIR should consider other feasible measures, such as eliminating street lighting. 

Response: 

The bullet items on page III-J-13 are not mitigation measures.  They are some of the design criteria used 
in preparing the proposed Lighting Mitigation Plan (Figure III.J-3).  The Mitigation Measures to reduce 
the remaining project impacts (i.e., J-1 through J-12) are listed in the Draft EIR on pages III.J-13 through 
III.J-14.  With respect to eliminating street lighting, see Responses to No. 10-28. 

Comment No. 10-33: 

The North Area Plan (NAP) consistency analysis in this section, summarized as Table III.K-1, should be 
completely re-assessed.  In many cases, the DEIR notes that the project is in “conformance” or 
“substantial conformance” when in actuality, the discussion of the project in other sections of the DEIR is 
inconsistent with these conclusions, and the evidence of consistency provided in the table is incorrect or 
inadequate.  The following are just a few examples, but we recommend that the entire Table III.K-1 be 
reconsidered. 
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Page III-K-13, Policy IV-3c:  The conclusion should be “inconsistent” as the DEIR has not shown that 
impacts to sensitive habitat (including wetlands) are unavoidable. 

Response: 

With respect to the revised project’s consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3.  
Staff utilizes the phrase “substantial conformance” when the project is determined to be overall consistent 
with policies evaluated.  Policy IV-3c discusses criteria to evaluate project impacts on sensitive habitats 
as well as wildlife corridors.   The policy does not require that impacts be unavoidable; rather the policy 
states “…or when unavoidable, require the replacement of such plant communities so as not to result in a 
measurable reduction in the reproductive capacity of sensitive plant and animal communities…”  The 
revised project would result in unavoidable impacts to oak woodlands and, as required by Policy IV-3c 
provides implementation of the comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan to mitigate the 
impact to oak woodlands, which is included in the Draft EIR as Technical Appendix C-12.  Therefore, it 
is appropriate to assert the proposed project is in substantial conformance with the policy.   

Comment No. 10-34: 

Page III.K-14, Policy IV-3d:  The biological section of the DEIR does not indicate that direct impacts to 
Lyon’s pentachaeta have been avoided.  This needs to be corrected. 

Response: 

The revised project avoids all direct impacts to the onsite Lyon’s pentachaeta. See Figures FEIR-5A 
through 5D in Section II of this Final EIR.  With respect to Policy IV-3d, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 10-35: 

Page III.K-15, Policies IV-9 and IV-10:  Given the substantial amount of hillside grading, especially on 
steep slopes (over 60 feet), the conclusions here should be “inconsistent.” 

Response: 

Staff utilizes the phrase “substantial conformance” when the project is determined to be overall consistent 
with policies evaluated. Policy IV-9 discusses project grading as well as project design in general.  The 
revised project reduces grading by additional 21.21 acres, from 48.6 acres (as discussed in the Draft EIR) 
to 27.39 acres.  Also, the revised project development is concentrated on slopes of 25% or less: 24.7 acres 
(or 90.2 of the grading footprint) fall with the 0-25% slope category; 2.24 acres (or 8.2% of the grading 
footprint) falls with the 26-50% slope category; and 0.45 acres (or 1.6% of the grading footprint) fall with 
the +50% slope category. For further discussion regarding the revised project’s consistency with the 
North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3.  

Comment No. 10-36: 
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Page III.I-33, 2nd paragraph, the text states:  “..grading would transform the complex terrain of the 
hillsides into more regular ordered patterns of horizontal planes.[”]  Therefore, the conclusion of 
“conformance” of the project with NAP Policy IV-10 found on page III.K-15 appears incorrect, as does 
the conclusion of “substantial conformance” for Policy IV-32 on page III.K-19. 

Response: 

Policy IV-10 refers to areas over 25% slope.  As discussed in Response to Comment No. 10-35, 90.2% of 
the grading footprint falls with the 0-25% slope category and therefore is not relevant to Policy IV-10.  
For the 9.2% of the grading footprint that would occur on slopes greater than 25%, Policy IV-10 refers to 
“special architectural and design techniques…such as split level foundations, variable setbacks and 
structures which blend with the natural environment in shape, materials and colors”.  Policy IV-10 does 
not address grading effects.  With respect to Policy IV-32, the issue is not what the raw graded land 
would look like, but what the developed site will look like.  With implementation of the landform grading 
and design guidelines for architectural and landscaping, the developed site would blend with the existing 
terrain, and therefore would be in conformance with the policy.  For further discussion see topical 
Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 10-37: 

Page III.K-29, NAP Policy 13:  The “substantial conformance” conclusion is not supported.  The project 
could incorporate many more features to contribute to the rural character and lifestyle, such as reducing 
lighting, creating a less urban street development, and reducing the amount of hillside grading. 

Response: 

Staff utilizes the phrase “substantial conformance” when the project is determined to be overall consistent 
with policies evaluated.  The consistency analysis identifies project features and utilizes information 
contained in the DEIR to evaluate the proposed project in order to reach a conclusion.  Page III.K-29 
includes a point-by-point analysis with respect to all bullet points contained in Policy 13.  It is not the 
purpose of the consistency analysis to discuss how the proposed project could be designed to be more 
consistent with such policy.  For further discussion see topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 10-38: 

Page III.K-39, the conclusion that the project is consistent with SEA Criterion 3 is not supported by the 
DEIR (see Comment #13). 

Response: 

The conclusion on Page III.K-39 as well as on Page III.F-43 that the project is consistent with SEA 
Criterion 3 is supported by discussions of wildlife throughout Section III.F “Biological Resources.” 
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Comment No. 10-39: 

Page III.K-43, 3rd paragraph:  The DEIR states that project impacts with regard to conflicts with 
applicable policies and plans would be significant.  We agree with this conclusion. However, page III.K-
44 notes that no mitigation measures are required for this impact.  Moreover, page III.K-45, 2nd 
paragraph, states, “As previously discussed, the proposed project would not physically divide an 
established community or conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, regulation...”.  Therefore, the 
DEIR provides conflicting information regarding whether policy consistency impacts would be 
significant.  The DEIR should address this inconsistency, and address how this significant impact would 
be mitigated.  Feasible mitigation measures would be to adjust the project to be consistent with the 
appropriate policies and regulations 

Response: 

The comment is correct that there is inconsistency in the text of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, the first 
sentence of the second paragraph on page III.K-45 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR 
(see Section III (Corrections and Additions) to read:  “As previously discussed, the proposed project 
would not physically divide an established community; however, the proposed project is not consistent 
with certain policies and goals of the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan.”  

However, as discussed in Topical Response No. 3, the revised project can be found to be consistent with 
the North Area Plan 

Comment No. 10-40: 

Page III.K-16, Policy IV-13:  The conclusion should be “inconsistent,” given the fact that there would be 
substantial grading of the site, with “regular ordered patterns of horizontal planes.”  As proposed, the 
project also has inadequate landscaping buffers and setbacks from the major roadways (see Comment 
#22). 

Response: 

Staff utilizes the phrase “substantial conformance” when the project is determined to be consistent overall 
with policies evaluated. 

With respect to setbacks and landscaping, see Response to No. 10-24.  With respect to Policy IV-13, see 
Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 10-41: 

Page III.K-39, SEA Compatibility Criterion 3:  Please refer to Comment #13. 

Response: 
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See Response to No. 10-15. 

Comment No. 10-42: 

Given the numerous policy inconsistencies (NAP and SEA), the project as currently proposed seems 
inappropriate for the site.  The project should be re-considered, with a less damaging alternative in terms 
of biological and hillside resources selected, such as Alternative 4, as discussed below. 

Response: 

With respect to the revised project’s consistency with the policies of the NAP and SEA, see Responses to 
Comments Nos. 10-33 through No. 10-41 and Topical Response No. 3. 

The remainder of the comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project, but does not state a 
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 10-43: 

This section should analyze potential impacts to the roadway system from construction related activities, 
such as truck trips. 

Response: 

A construction plan will be prepared and submitted for review following project approvals.  The 
construction plan will include haul routes (if necessary), construction staging, and construction hours, and 
will be submitted for approval pursuant with the Los Angeles County grading ordinance prior to the start 
of construction.  The types and number of construction vehicles, duration of each phase of construction, 
construction vehicle and worker staging, and construction phasing will be identified at that time.  
Construction vehicle activity will consist of: 

• large site-work equipment, which will involve a trip to the site at the start of construction, and a 
trip away from the site at the end of construction; 

• transport vehicles bringing building materials to the site; and  

• construction workers in their personal vehicles.   

For all practical purposes, the site is balanced.  However, if 700 cubic yards (0.5% of the total grading 
operation) of import fill material is required, it would take approximately 70 truck loads, at 10 cubic yards 
per truck.  A haul route would be identified and the necessary permit obtained pursuant with the grading 
ordinance of Los Angeles County.  The effect of construction vehicles moving to and from the project site 
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will be a temporary condition, limited to the construction period, and will be subject to operational 
restrictions (such as hours of operation) imposed as conditions of approval.  Additionally, flagmen will be 
used to facilitate traffic movement. See Draft EIR Section III.H for a discussion of County noise 
ordinance restrictions on hours and days of operation.  

Comment No. 10-44: 

This section should also assess haul routes, and analyze potential impacts on the roadway system, 
including the Kanan Road/Highway 101 interchange.  Approval of haul routes is required by the City. 

Response: 

The revised 61 lot project may require import of approximately 700 cubic yards (0.5% of the total grading 
operation) of dirt from an off-site location to the project site.  A source of this dirt has not yet been 
identified.  However, once the import site is identified, a haul route would be established, the required 
permit obtained and appropriate flag men would be used in accordance with the grading ordinance of Los 
Angeles County.  For all practical purposes, the site is balanced under the revised 61 lot project.  
Comment No. 10-45: 

The last sentence on page III.I-27 states that the proposed project would participate in a Traffic Impact 
Fee program on a per-PM-trip basis through the City of Agoura Hills Benefit Assessment Fee.  Please 
note that the City's Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) would total $197,640, based upon the construction of 81 
homes at a rate of $2,440 per home.  This contribution should be referenced in the discussion of 
mitigation measures. 

Response: 

The City of Agoura Traffic Impact Fee of $2,440 per home, rather than a per-PM-trip fee referenced in 
the traffic study is acknowledged.  The revised project currently proposes 61 homes.  Therefore, the City's 
Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) would total $148,840 based upon the construction of 61 homes at a rate of 
$2,440 per home (see Mitigation Measure L -3 in Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final 
EIR). 

Comment No. 10-46: 

The DEIR should clarify that the project would be required to continue the proposed full width street 
improvements for the ultimate buildout of Kanan Road northerly to approximately 100 feet north of 
Cornell Way to provide a proper transition, including improvements to the Cornell Way intersection.  The 
design and construction would need to be reviewed and approved by the City within the City limits.  The 
costs for these improvements within the City are creditable against the TIF. 

Response: 
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The project plans reflect a 100-foot right-of-way on Kanan Road along the project frontage and for a 
distance of approximately 225 feet north of the project property, the distance needed to achieve the 
proposed access provisions for the northerly entrance. Any requirements that the project construct 
improvements to Kanan Road beyond the project limits (including off-site improvements to achieve the 
proposed access provisions) should be applied on a fair share basis to the project. 

Comment No. 10-47: 

Pages III.M.5-4 and -5 note that the project would be required to pay a Quimby fee to Los Angeles 
County to offset increased demand on parks and recreational facilities.  However, the text goes on to say 
that project residents would likely utilize parks and recreational facilities in the City of Agoura Hills, and 
therefore the proposed project’s impacts on parks and recreational facilities in the City would be 
significant.  Also, on page III.M.5-6 of the cumulative impact discussion, the text notes that cumulative 
impacts to recreational facilities in the City of Agoura Hills would be [“]significant.”  Under the 
discussion of “MITIGATION MEASURES,” the DEIR concludes that payment of the Quimby fee to the 
County would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  In actuality, payment of such fees to the 
County would not reduce the impact to less than significant, since these fees would not be used to 
augment existing or create new park and recreation facilities in the City, where the DEIR notes the 
impacts would be received.  This paragraph concludes that “With the provision of these new County 
facilities, the proposed project’s impacts on City of Agoura Hills parks and recreation facilities would be 
temporary and less than significant.”  What is problematic with this conclusion is that the DEIR does not 
describe these County facilities.  Without specific park and recreational facilities in the planning stages, 
this mitigation measure may not be implemented.  The “temporary” impact to Agoura Hills may in reality 
be more permanent.  An adequate mitigation measure needs to be identified in the DEIR.  Therefore, the 
City requests that an equitable portion of the Quimby fee for the project be provided to the City.  Another 
way in which the significant impacts to the City can feasibly be mitigated is for the project to dedicate 
additional funds, separate from the Quimby fee, to the City as compensation for the greater demand for 
parks and recreation that would need to be met by Agoura Hills. 

Response: 

The County disagrees with this comment.  As discussed on page III.M.5-5 of the Draft EIR, the 
Subdivision Map Act, Government Code Section 66477(a)(3), requires the County of Los Angeles to use 
Quimby fees to develop new neighborhood or community parks or recreational facilities to serve the 
subdivision paying the fees.  In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3) states: “An EIR may 
determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than 
cumulatively considerable and thus is not significant.  A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively 
considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or 
measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact….”  The requirement imposed on the developer to 
satisfy fully the project developer’s Quimby Act obligations through the payment of Quimby fees 
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constitute the project’s fair share of mitigation designed to alleviate the cumulative impact on parks and 
recreational facilities.  Therefore, no further mitigation is required under CEQA.  

Comment No. 10-48: 

As noted in the document, particularly in Table V-3, Alternative 4 (SEA/Reduced Lot Plan) is the 
environmentally superior alternative.  This alternative addresses many of the concerns listed throughout 
this letter, and so is the preferred alternative of the City of Agoura Hills.  On page V-43, the text notes 
that Alternative 4 would not satisfy all of the project objectives since it would not achieve the project 
applicant's basic goal of developing 81 homes.  This objective is explained further on page V-3.  
However, could not the applicant’s goal of creating a marketable and financially feasible project (hence, 
the 81 units assumed by the developer) still be achieved with less homes?  We suggest that further 
consideration be given to this alternative and its ability to meet the objective of economic feasibility. 

Response: 

As discussed in Sections I and II of this Final EIR, the project applicant is currently requesting the 
approval of a 61-lot subdivision.  Based on the analyses provided in Section II, Description of Revised 
Project Design, of this Final EIR, the revised project is equivalent to or environmentally superior to 
Alternative 4. See Topical Response No. 5 and Appendix N-2 for a discussion of the economic feasibility 
of Alternative 4. 
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Commenter No. 11: Woody Smeck, Superintendent, United States Department of 
Interior, National Park Service, Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area, 401 West Hillcrest Drive, 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360, May 11, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 11-1: 

The National Park Service has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed 
Triangle Ranch, Project No. 97-178/Tentative Tract Map 52419.  The project proposes to subdivide a 
320-acre project site into 81 single family residential lots, plus landscape and open space lots.  The 
project would occupy 54 acres, with the other 266 acres being retained as open space. 

The National Park Service appreciates the opportunity to participate in the public review process for 
Triangle Ranch.  We provide comments on the effects of private and public land development in the Santa 
Monica Mountains at the invitation of state and local units of government with authority to prevent or 
minimize adverse uses.  We respect: the rights of land owners to develop their properties consistent with 
federal, state, and local laws.  In providing comments, we assume a neutral position and do not support or 
oppose land development.  To this end, we offer the following comments on the DEIR. 

The proposed project is located outside the federal boundary for Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area.  The site, however, is referenced in the joint General Management Plan (GMP) as an 
area to study for national recreation area boundary expansion.  The GMP designates lands beyond our 
current legislative boundary as "Land Recommended for Boundary Study" because we recognize areas 
contiguous with the existing park that are of scenic, natural, cultural and recreational value.  Studies of 
these areas may lead to inclusion in the SMMNRA, which would take an act of Congress.  In the case of 
Triangle Ranch, the site represents a major scenic gateway into the national recreation area.  The site also 
hosts a Los Angeles County-designated Significant Ecological Area and several state or federally listed 
threatened or endangered plant species.  When projects are located within a recommended boundary 
study, we take an advisory role when evaluating land use types and intensities.  We assess potential 
impacts of projects in boundary study areas using the same standards as we would for projects that occur 
within the SMMNRA. 
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Response: 

Beyond including the project site amongst those lands recommended for boundary study, no further 
action has been taken to expand the boundary of the National Recreation Area to include the project site.  
With respect to the project site being a scenic gateway into the SMMNRA, the project site is located 
immediately south of the urbanized Ventura Freeway corridor (including the City of Agoura Hills’ 
Agoura Village Specific Plan Area which proposes to develop as much as 948,500 square feet of new 
commercial development and 293 multi-family units in a 125-acre area (see Figure FEIR-15 for an aerial 
photograph that shows the spatial relationship of the project site to existing and proposed development to 
the north and south).  While the project site is acknowledged as having high scenic values by the analyses 
contained in the EIR, the project site is more accurately described as infill between existing development, 
rather than as the gateway.   

Comment No. 11-2: 

We concur with the DEIR's findings of significant impacts on visual quality, biological resources, and 
land use.  We have provided advisory comments on the Live Oak Ranch Initial Study in 1998 and the 
Triangle Ranch Notice of Preparation in 2004.  With each commenting opportunity, we have suggested 
the project be redesigned and the number of units reduced to decrease grading that leads to visual impacts 
and to preserve sensitive plant populations, wildlife habitat, and habitat connectivity.  The DEIR's 
preferred alternative does not reduce the adverse impacts that we expressed concern over in our previous 
correspondence.  Alternative 4 offers the most protection of existing natural, cultural, and scenic 
resources. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the grading plan and the number of units have been reduced on several 
occasions in direct response to concerns raised about impacts to visual qualities, sensitive plant 
populations, wildlife habitat and habitat connectivity.  For example, in 1996, the proposal was for a 139-
lot subdivision.  The project was subsequently reduced to 132 lots in 1999, 128 lots in 200, 108 lots in 
2002, 81 lots in 2004, 71 lots in 2005 and currently stands at 61 lots (see Figure FEIR-17). 

The comment that Alternative 4 offers the most protection of existing natural, cultural, and scenic 
resources is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Comment No. 11-3: 

In my role as park Superintendent, I serve as a member of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
Board.  The Conservancy has submitted a Board-approved comment letter on the Triangle Ranch DEIR.  
The National Park Service will not seek to duplicate the comments in the Conservancy's letter, although 
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we hereby incorporate the Conservancy's comments by reference.  We would like, however, to offer 
additional comments. 

Response: 

Responses to the National Park Services additional comments are provided below in Responses to 
Comments No. 11-4 through No. 11-16. 

Comment No. 11-4: 

We find the DEIR's proposed mitigation measure F-1 for loss of Santa Monica Mountains dudleya 
(Dudleya cymosa ssp. marcescens) populations would be inadequate.  As stated in the DEIR, efforts to 
relocate juvenile plants of Santa Monica Mountains dudleya to another suitable site are experimental at 
best and are not likely to succeed for several reasons.  First, small plants may have a reduced chance of 
survivorship due to fewer amounts of stored resources in leaves and roots compared to larger more mature 
individuals.  Second, identifying appropriate relocation sites is never easy, and there is currently minimal 
knowledge concerning the exact small and large-scale conditions necessary for survival and reproduction 
of the dudleya.  Third, for this particular species, relocation becomes an even riskier proposition than for 
many other plants due to its rudimentary root system and tendency to grow on steep slopes.  Plants that 
are moved will have a tendency to be unstable and to be washed downslope into inappropriate habitats 
during winter storm events; this has been our experience at one of our National Park Service sites.  Owing 
to all of these factors, we expect survivorship of transplanted individuals to be extremely low, thus 
limiting the effectiveness of this mitigation measure. 

Response: 

The revised project avoids the direct impacts to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  Since the revised 
61-lot project design would avoid the remaining Santa Monica Mountain’s dudleya on the project site 
and, based on concerns expressed by the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game, the 
experimental translocation program has been dropped and this language has been removed from the 
Mitigation Measures in the FEIR.  Mitigation now focuses on preservation and avoidance of the 
remaining Santa Monica Mountains dudleya (see Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2(3) in Section III, 
Corrections and Additions in this FEIR).   

With the project, all of the dudleya will be placed in the conservation open space area and are included in 
the exclusion zones in the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan. Implementation of the mitigation measures 
provides more protection to the site than is currently present. If replanting of dudleya does become 
desired or necessary, this decision would be made by the management entity in coordination with DRP, 
USFWS and  California Department of Fish and Game. The working draft of the management plan 
provides enough flexibility to allow the Habitat Manager to address such issues. 
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Indirect impacts due to fuel modification are mitigated to a less than significant level by the 
implementation of the Habitat Management Plan, Fuel Modification Plan and other mitigation measures 
(see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-15, Section III, Corrections and Additions in this Final 
EIR). 

Comment No. 11-5: 

Most of the features discussed above apply to the proposed mitigation measure to collect seed, propagate 
plants, and outplant the dudleya.  Determining suitable Santa Monica Mountains dudleya habitat for 
outplanting has a low probability of success.  Collecting just five seeds per plant for propagation will 
result in an extremely low probability of success.  Seed germination rates can be low in this species.  In 
addition, not all seeds that germinate will survive to outplanting, and an even fewer number will survive 
through the outplanting process.  Five seeds per plant makes it extremely unlikely that all individuals will 
be represented in the outplanted population.  Loss of individual's genetic material from the population 
will result in reduction of the genetic diversity of the population with the result of increasing probability 
of inbreeding depression and other negative genetic consequences. 

Response: 

Please review Response to Comment No. 11-4.  There will be no direct impacts to Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya. Mitigation Measure F-2 (see Section III, Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR, 
requires replanting of dudleya at a 50:1 ratio for any individual plants destroyed by fuel modification 
activities. Indirect impacts have been mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

Comment No. 11-6: 

Similarly, the DEIR's recommended mitigation measure F-2 for protecting any remaining Lyon's 
pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii) habitat over the long term would likely be unsuccessful, and thus, would 
be inadequate.  In the park's experience, it is laudable to attempt to maintain remaining Lyon's 
pentachaeta populations adjacent to development, but, unfortunately it is extremely problematic.  
Introduction of grading and disturbance into sites adjacent to the Pentachaeta population will increase 
populations of non-native species including non-native annual grasses and non-native annual forbs.  
These species (particularly Bromus hordeacous, Bromus madritensis, Avena fatua, Centaurea melitensis, 
Erodium cicutarium and Erodium botrys) spread rapidly and compete directly with pentachaeta.  National 
Park Service research has shown that competition with non-native annual grasses and forbs significantly 
reduces reproduction in Lyon's pentachaeta.  Many pentachaeta sites have been lost due to the invasion 
and dominance of non-native annual grasses following disturbance.  Tools and techniques to keep these 
undesirable species out without impacting pentachaeta are currently extremely limited and expensive.  
The only technique that we have found effective for removing the invasive species without damaging 
pentachaeta plants is hand cutting of non-native species by trained professionals.  This method takes 
hours to clear an extremely small area: 40 hours labor to clear 40 square meters. 
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Response: 

The comment is acknowledged.  These comments will be considered in the preparation of the 
management plan required by Mitigation Measure F-1(2) and the fuel modification plan required by 
Mitigation Measure F-2 (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR). 

Comment No. 11-7: 

The DEIR needs to identify a responsible party to monitor the success or failure of Lyon's pentachaeta 
site maintenance.  We are concerned that it may be an undue burden on the homeowners association to 
manage a population of a federally endangered plant.  They may lack the knowledge, skill, or experience 
in endangered species management, or the cost to employ a qualified specialist maybe prohibitive.  Given 
our experience with managing pentachaeta populations on National Park Service property, we know it 
would be difficult to anticipate future costs of site maintenance. 

Response: 

The comment is acknowledged and revised Mitigation Measure F-1, F-3 & F-4 have been revised to 
address this concern (see Section III, Corrections and Additions in this FEIR). 

Comment No. 11-8: 

The mitigation measures outlined in F-3 for fuel modification zone impacts need to include management 
of the inevitable invasion of non-native plans species.  Impacts of fuel modification zones often extend far 
beyond the zone.  Repeated disturbance (mowing, disking, trimming, etc.) in fuel modification zones 
areas creates propitious conditions for haven for non-native invasive species.  Numerous harmful exotic 
species can be found in the areas surrounding this project including Spartium junceum (Spanish broom), 
Centaurea mellitensis (tocolote), Ricinus communis (castor bean) and others.  These species will establish 
in the fuel modification zones unless they are specifically controlled.  To ensure that these areas do not 
become sources of invasive species that then impact surrounding areas, fuel modification zones must be 
surveyed several times a year and treated to prevent reproduction of any Cal-IPC listed species or other 
non-native invasive species of local management concern. 

Response: 

The comment is acknowledged.  As discussed Response to Comment No. 5-3, the requirements for the 
fuel modification plan as provided for in Mitigation Measure F-3 on page III.F-46 in the Draft EIR has 
been changed and renumbered (to F-2) allows for the removal of non-native species (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) of this Final EIR).  In addition, the Habitat Management Plan in Mitigation 
Measure F-1 (see Section III, Corrections and Additions) of this FEIR) also would address protection of 
sensitive species from competition with any plant species.   Finally, both Mitigation Measure F-2 and F-3 
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(formerly F-4) has been revised to prevent the planting of invasive species within the project boundaries 
(see Section III, Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR).   

Comment No. 11-9: 

The DEIR's recommended Master Landscape Plan in mitigation measure F-4 may be feasible, although 
the recommended five-year time frame would not be long enough to assess whether ornamental plants are 
expanding into surrounding areas.  Many ornamental species take three to five years to become 
reproductive.  The monitoring period should be extended to ten years, or the planting list should be 
restricted to only native species or ornamentals that have been demonstrated not to be invasive in southern 
California over a period of twenty to thirty years. 

Response: 

In response to the issues raised in this comment, Mitigation Measure F-4 on page III.F-46 in the Draft 
EIR has been changed and renumbered as F-3 in Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR. 
In regards to monitoring, the Habitat Management Plan addresses the monitoring duration as well as re-
evaluation of future monitoring.  

Comment No. 11-10: 

We appreciate the DEIR's inclusion of mitigation measure F-7, addressing the use of poison rodenticides, 
although compliance with the measure's requirements may be difficult to monitor.  The National Park 
Service's wildlife studies in the national recreation area have shown that large mammals, including 
bobcats, coyotes, and mountain lions, are susceptible to secondary poisoning by ingesting anticoagulant 
rodenticides. 

Response: 

• In response to the issues raised in this comment, Mitigation Measure F-7 has been revised to 
reduce further the possibility of pesticides injuring wildlife.  Mitigation Measure F-7 on page 
III.F-47 in the Draft EIR has been changed and renumbered in Section III (Corrections and 
Additions) of this Final EIR.  

Comment No. 11-11: 

The proposed project is adjacent to Medea Creek, the waterway that runs south and crosses National Park 
Service's Paramount Ranch site.  We acknowledge the value of the DEIR's proposed mitigation measures 
to reduce nitrogen and phosphorous levels in site runoff, although we remain concerned about their 
effectiveness.  Water quality studies of streams in developed areas still indicate elevated nitrogen and 
phosphorous levels in spite of recent educational encouragement to reduce residential input of those 
nutrient pollutants into waterways. 
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Response: 

See Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 11-12: 

The DEIR's mitigation measures should identify a repository or holding location for potential discovered 
artifacts. 

Response: 

The National Parks Services has a curatorial facility in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation 
Area. Mitigation Measure G-2 on page III.G-9 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR (see 
Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to read:  

G-2 In the event that subsurface archaeological remains are uncovered, construction in the area of the 
find shall be temporarily halted until the deposit has been adequately evaluated.  If recognizable 
features are encountered, they shall be subjected to rapid but professional excavation.  
Arrangements shall be made to curate all appropriate artifacts at the National Park Service’s 
curatorial facility in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, or another 
Smithsonian Institution approved curatorial facility. After the find has been evaluated, and 
appropriate mitigation measures implemented to the satisfaction of the DRP, construction may 
resume.    

Comment No. 11-13: 

The DEIR's mitigation measures for visual impacts only address landscaping.  The DEIR should consider 
mitigation measures addressing project architectural design, including single story residences to reduce 
the development's silhouette against Ladyface, split level design, and other creative techniques to blend 
the homes into the landscape.  Furthermore, we recommend pursuing a reduced-scale project as suggested 
by Alternative 4 as an improved means to reduce visual impacts. 

Response: 

The revised project design would reduce visual quality impacts.  This is achieved by: reduction of the total 
number of homes on the project site from 81 to 61; reduction of landform alteration due to grading; reduction 
of fuel modification; reduction in the number of retaining walls and their heights; reduction of cut slopes and 
their heights; and, reduction of fill slopes and their heights (for further discussion, See Section II) of this Final 
EIR.   

The retention of the secondary ridgeline in the central portion of the project site, on the west side of Kanan 
Road, would break up the “massing” of homes in that area and would help to create the appearance of a 
smaller project.     
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The previously proposed project would have provided a custom site design on the east side of Cornell Road, 
characterized by curvilinear roads and large dispersed lots.  In contrast, the revised project design clusters all 
the homes in close proximity to Cornell Road.  Residences under revised project design would not extend as 
far southeast into the SEA as they would under the previously proposed project.  Therefore, the revised 
project design would exchange visual impacts somewhat diffused by distance from Cornell Road (under the 
previously proposed project) for a smaller area of more obvious impacts along Cornell Road.     

With respect to landscaping, native plant species would be used for slope plantings to create a 
compliment to the adjacent natural landscape character.  Site access points would be enhanced with native 
plant species, including oak trees, to create visual buffers along Kanan Road and Cornell Road.  Also, 
meandering drifts of native plants would be used to reflect a natural landscape appearance compatible 
with the project’s intended semi-rural character.  Distinctive plant palettes that emulate existing, adjacent 
plant communities, (i.e., oak woodland, chaparral, riparian, etc.) would be used for landscaping, with 
plant and seed stock collected locally to insure the use of plant material well adapted to the site’s climate 
and soil characteristics.  See Appendix K, for the revised project’s Design Guidelines and Appendix L for 
the proposed Landscape Plan. 

Comment No. 11-14: 

On Page III.M.5-3, we request the DEIR be revised to change the title of "Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area" to National Park Service to correctly reference the owners of those park sites.  
The SMMNRA includes not only federally owned park sites, but also the referenced California State 
Parks and other local parks. 

Response: 

The reference to the “Santa Monica Mountains Nation Recreation Area” in subheading on page III.M-5-3 
in the Draft EIR has been changed to “National Park Service” in Section III (Corrections and Additions) 
in this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 11-15: 

The DEIR's depiction of the proposed Zuma Ridge Trail on Figure I-6 needs to clearly illustrate the 
beginning and end point of the proposed alignment.  The trail has been long-envisioned as a connection 
between parkland in the Simi Hills and parkland south of Ventura Freeway.  It is illustrated on the Los  
Angeles County Master Trail Plan and is referenced as a "Missing Link" in the 1997 public scoping 
report, "Santa Monica Mountains Area Recreational Trails," commonly referred to as the SMMART 
report. 

Response: 
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The preliminary alignment of the Zuma Ridge Trail on the previous 81-lot map reflects the Los Angeles 
County Department of Parks and Recreation’s proposed alignment for the trail, as shown on the County’s 
Master Plan of Trails.  A final trail alignment has not been determined.  At the request of the Department 
of Parks and Recreation, the applicant will work with Parks and Recreation, the Department of Regional 
Planning, the National Park Service, City of Agoura, SMMC, and local citizen groups to prepare a 
feasibility study of an alternative trail alignment that does not affect Medea Creek and other sensitive 
resources (see Comment Letter No. 44 and Topical Response No. 7). 

Comment No. 11-16: 

The DEIR's proposed trail appears to parallel Cornell Road and may be an inappropriate trail alignment, 
although we recognize the desirability to the surrounding equestrian-oriented community of a recreational 
trail that would follow the road.  Our trail alignment surveys have found it to be nearly impossible to 
construct a trail that would follow Cornell Road all the way from Cornell Way to the first recreational 
entrance into Paramount Ranch just south of Wagon Road.  Private land ownership adjacent to the road, 
the roadside terrain, and possible safety issues from juxtaposing recreational use next to high-speed 
vehicular use would make trail implementation along Cornell Road nearly impossible.  We have found a 
more achievable route that would traverse the eastern portion of the subject property.  Again, Alternative 
4 would enhance the feasibility of implementing the trail.  We would be glad to provide our working 
information on the proposed trail alignment. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 11-15. 
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Commenter No. 12: Jess Thomas, Old Agoura, CA (Received May 11, 2005) 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 12-1: 

I am writing to you to express my concern over the Triangle Ranch Draft EIR.  I personally spent many 
years participating in the development and adoption of the County North Area Plan and I am deeply 
concerned that the proposed project does not meet many of the guiding principles set forth in the plan. 

I want to remind you that the NAP was created in cooperation with LA County, local governments, 
residents AND local land owners.  Many of the concepts and guidelines of the NAP were developed in 
concert with the very land owners who now seek variance from those restrictions. 

The Triangle Ranch DEIR is deficient in many ways and I would like to take the opportunity to itemize 
some of them as follows: 

1. Clustering; the project violates the development guidelines set forth in policy VI-18.  Resulting 
density is not compatible with surrounding environment.  Houses are urban in appearance. 

Response: 

Staff utilizes the phrase “substantial conformance” when the project is determined to be overall consistent 
with policies evaluated.  The revised project is “clustered” on 10 percent of the project site, leaving 
approximately 90 percent (287.77 acres) available for open space preservation.  The revised project has 
an overall density of one unit per 5.25 acres, which is consistent with the intensity and character of the 
surrounding area (also, see Figure FEIR-16 in Section II of this Final EIR for a map demonstrating the 
size of existing lots in the immediate area of the project site). 

The comment that the houses are urban in appearance will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 

Comment No. 12-2: 

2. The project does not preserve dark skies.  (Policy VI-13) 
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Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the revised project has been designed to preserve dark skies (see Draft EIR, 
Section III.J.)  Also, see Responses to Comment Nos. 10-28 and 10-32, and Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 12-3: 

3. The project does not retain natural terrain.  (Policy Vl-13) 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the revised project preserves 90 percent of the project site (approximately 
287.77 acres) as natural terrain.  Also, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 12-4: 

4. The project does not reduce grading or the need for vegetation clearance.  (Policy IV-1) 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the revised reduces grading and the need for vegetation clearance.  With respect 
to reduced grading, see Response to Comments 8-103 and 11-2, and Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 12-5: 

5. The project does not minimize disturbance of existing natural drainage.  (Policy [V-20) 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the revised project does minimize disturbance of existing natural drainage.  
East of Cornell Road there would be no impacts to Drainages D and M. Drainages I, J, K and L are too far 
north to be affected by the revised project.  West of Kanan Road there would be no impact to Drainage B. 
Drainage E, E-1, E-2, E-3 and E-4 are all intercepted at their downstream ends and conveyed through the 
project.  Drainage F has its last 80 feet immediately east of Kanan Road directed into a pipe and conveyed 
into Medea Creek.  Drainages F-1 and F-2 are to remain natural at their convergence with Drainage F and 
piped to Medea Creek. Drainage C (near Lot 46) has its last 250 feet piped into Medea.  Both Drainage F 
and C are considered to be ephemeral.  See Draft EIR Figure III.F-1 for the location of jurisdictional 
drainages. 

Comment No. 12-6: 

6. The project does not give resource protection over development.  (Policy IV-B) 
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Response: 

The revised project gives high priority to resources protection.  For example, the revised project preserves 
approximately 287.77 acres (or approximately 90% of the project site) as conservation open space.  Of 
this total, approximately 265.87 acres would be retained in a natural and undisturbed condition and 
suitable for open space dedication.  The revised project does not impact significant ridgelines.  The 
revised project has minimal impact on drainages (see Response to Comment No. 12-5).  The revised 
project reduces impacts to sensitive plant species, compared to the 81-lot site plan.  Also, see Topical 
Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 12-7: 

7. The project does not preserve skyline development.  (Policy IV-14) 

Response: 

The revised project does not grade or intrude into any significant ridgelines.  Also, see Topical Response 
No. 3. 

Comment No. 12-8: 

8. The project does not maintain and enhance the view shed along route with scenic qualities.  In 
fact, this development is precisely located at the Kanan gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains.  (Policy 
IV-29) 

Response: 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the previously proposed project would not maintain the visual quality 
of vistas along a scenic route and a route with scenic qualities.  While impacts to visual qualities under the 
revised project would be substantially reduced, residual impacts would be unavoidable and significant..  
See Response to Comment 11-1.  Also, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 12-9: 

9. The project does not use landform grading techniques on engineered slopes to recreate a natural 
hillside.  (Policy V-2) 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, both the revised project and the 81-lot site plan utilize landform grading 
techniques.  As discussed in Section I, Project Description, on page I-13 of the Draft EIR, the grading 
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plans has been designed “to employ contour grading techniques (i.e. variable slope grades and undulating 
“daylight” elevations) to minimize the alteration of natural landforms and smoothly transition 
manufactured slopes back into the natural contours of adjacent undisturbed areas.”  Also, see Topical 
Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 12-10: 

10. The project definitely does not emphasize the area's natural settings and scenic features over 
expansion of higher density development.  (Policy VI-1) 

Response: See Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 12-11: 

11. The project does not protect natural features and minimize grading.  (Policy IV-9) 

Response: 

With respect to protection of natural features, see Response to Comment No. 12-10. With respect to 
minimizing grading, see Response to Comment No. 12-4.  Also, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 12-12: 

12. The project does not adapt to the natural hillside topography.  (Policy IV-14) 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 12-10. 

 Comment No. 12-13: 

In conclusion, I urge you to apply the principles and goals of the North Area Plan and reject the 
applicant’s DEIR. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 13: Denis Weber, Mayor Pro Tem, City of Agoura Hills, 
30001 Ladyface Court Agoura Hills, CA 91301, May 
11, 2005 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this letter address 
the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 13 -1: 

I am writing this letter in support of the proposed Triangle Ranch project which is just outside of the city 
limits of Agoura Hills. 

I have watched this project unfold for several years and was part of the subcommittee from the City of 
Agoura Hills that reviewed the project.  At that time, it was suggested the project be scaled back 
substantially from the original concept. 

Response: 

The comment expresses support for the proposed project but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 14:  Terry Roberts, Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse, 1400 
Tenth Street, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044, 
May 16, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this letter address 
the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 14-1: 

The enclosed comments(s) on your Draft EIR were received by the State Clearing house after the end of 
the state review period, which closed on May 9, 2005.  We are forwarding these comments to you 
because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final environmental 
document. 

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments.  
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental 
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project. 

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the 
environmental review process.  If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to 
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (1998111091) when contacting this office. 

Response:  

Responses to all written comments regardless of the date received have been included in Final EIR. 
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Commenter No. 15: Liz French 900 Latigo Canyon Road Malibu, CA 
90265, May 17, 2005 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this letter address 
the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 15-1: 

As of 1999, Lyon’s pentachaeta occurred in 30 sites, comprising 5 populations, all with fewer than 5,000 
individuals.  More than twenty of these occurrences are on private property.  Of the 7 sites in public 
hands, less than 10,000 individual plants were reported.  The total number of individuals was estimated at 
25,000 plants.  In 1999, eleven of these sites were threatened by development.  Several populations have 
since been extirpated due to development or other random events.  The 2003 Survey of the Triangle 
Ranch site reported 530,000 individuals.  This site is critical to the effective recovery and declassification 
of this species.  This must be discussed in the DEIR. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, has decided not to 
include the project site in its identification of critical habitats.  See Federal Register, Tuesday November 
14, 2006, Part II, Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, 50 CFR Part 17, Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Designation of Critical Habitat for Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii; Final Rule (Appendix C-19). 

Comment No. 15-2: 

Fewer than 10 locations of Santa Monica dudleya have been identified, all with no more than several 
hundred individuals.  Of the 9 sites, 6 are in private hands.  As of 1999, there were less than 1600 
individuals total.  Four of these sites were in Los Angeles County, the Triangle Ranch site would be the 
largest with 600 individuals.  Between 1992 and 2004 the number of individual plants doubled on the 
Triangle Ranch site.  This is a remarkable feat for a species that, due to limited habitat, will never exceed 
more than several thousand individuals. 

Response: 

The revised project has avoided all direct impacts to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. 
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Comment No. 15-3: 

Since at least 1999, the property owner has possessed an extensive biota report of the project site.  Several 
areas of lyons pentachaeta habitat have been repeatedly disced by weed abatement vendors in recent 
years, leading to the taking of this federally endangered species.  County weed abatement personnel were 
never made aware of the existence of this plant onsite until 2004 when CPO members, witnessed the 
discing and began to make inquiries.  The discing has occurred on multiple occasions and in several 
different areas of the project site.  In all of these areas hand clearing was possible and would have met the 
county’s goal of fire safety. 

Fire clearance notices were sent to the property owner’s property manager/agent who was also the 
original recipient of the biota report.  The report included detailed maps depicting the location of the 
Lyons pent on the project site as well as a detailed discussion of activities that should be avoided to 
protect it.  Discing was included in the list of harmful activities to avoid.  A excerpt from one such 
communication, which was located in the Appendix to the DEIR, is attached to this letter.  The same 
individual/s who received the biota and also received the invoices for the discing and paid them.  The 
county never received a complaint or request from the property owner or their agents requesting that 
discing activities cease and only hand clearing be attempted in the future.  IN 2004, after the urging of 
CPO member to cease all discing on site, the county did meet with the property owners attorneys who 
then agreed to cease discing on the project site.  These communications need to be made public.  No 
taking permits have ever been requested of the Department of Fish and Game.  The disced lyon’s 
pentachaeta areas are within the proposed projects footprint. 

According to the 2003 survey, Lyons pentachaeta can be found in concentrations of as high as 110 
individuals per square meter.  As many as 76,000 individuals could have been destroyed by the discing 
activity.  The previous discing activities and the resulting taking of the lyons pentachaeta should be 
included in the project application. 

Additionally, the 2003 Lyon’s pentachaeta survey refers to area H1 as disced, in addition to the P1 
discing activity.  This is never discussed in the DEIR. 

Response: 

The accidental discing that occurred on the project site is not a part of the project.   Any necessary 
applications for taking permits would rightfully be submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
California Department of Fish and Game, not to LA County.  

Comment No. 15-4: 

Fire Clearance:  The applicant needs to address the possibility that homeowners will be required to clear 
300 feet of brush versus 200 feet, to attain homeowners fire insurance.  Such a situation is described in 
the 1999 USFWS Recovery plan (see page 20 paragraph 3 of the attached Recovery plan). 
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Response: 

The applicant has coordinated the fuel modification plan with the County Fire Department.  A clearance 
distance of 200 feet measured from the edge of an inhabited structure is all that the County requires.  

Comment No. 15-5: 

Landscape Plan:  The lack of inclusion of a landscape plan makes it impossible to predict the projects 
ultimate impact on the lyon’s pentachaeta.  The DEIR seems to limit discussion of the landscape plan to a 
brief discussion of the applicant’s intent to use a native plant palette.  Lyon’s pentachaeta is a poor 
competitor whether the competition is non-native invasive weeds or grasses, native grasses or shrubs.  A 
complete and detailed landscape plant needs to be included in the DEIR. 

Response: 

As discussed in Section II, the project will have no direct impacts on Lyon’s pentachaeta.  The Landscape 
Plan is included in Appendix L of this FEIR. 

Comment No. 15-6: 

Visual Similation:  Figure III.I 1-1 Visual Simulation No. 5 includes the addition of some young oaks and 
some sort of native grass along the east side of Cornell Road to the extreme south of the site.  These 
would be introduced into the extreme west of Lyon’s pentachaeta occurrence P1.  This is odd given there 
is no landscape lot indicated on the plan at this location.  Nowhere in the DEIR is the resultant loss of 
habitat, and more importantly introduction of irrigation and competing plants, discussed. 

Response: 

Visual Simulation No. 5 is not a representation of the final landscape plan.  Rather, it is a concept to show 
how landscaping can be used to soften the visual affects of the development.  

Comment No. 15-7: 

Road Dedication:  The 10 foot road dedication and widening will also encroach into lyon’s pentachaeta 
occurrence P1.  As a result required brush clearance will encroach farther into P1.  This needs to be 
addressed in the DEIR. 

Response: 

The revised project is not required to conduct any road widening.  There will be no direct impacts to any 
of the Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat. 
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Comment No. 15-8: 

Infiltration (First Flush) Basin and Basin Overflow:  Also appear to impact lyon’s pentachaeta between 
Kanan and Cornell road.  At the very least, construction activity may impact the species here.  It needs to 
be addressed in the DEIR. 

Response: 

The first flush infiltration basin is not proposed for the revised project.  There will be no construction-
related direct or indirect encroachment into the Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat. 

Comment No. 15-9: 

Zuma Ridge Trail:  The ZRT as designed, runs thru another lyons pentachaeta population and should be 
moved.  This also needs to be addressed in the DEIR. 

Response: 

The Draft EIR does not show a designed alignment of the Zuma Ridge Trail.  Rather, the site plan showed 
the County Department of Parks and Recreation’s original master plan of trails alignment.  The trail has 
not been designed.  For further information see Topical Response No 7. 

Comment No. 15-10: 

The following is a description of the some of the factors involved in the decline of lyon’s pentachaeta: 

 “Primary threats include the direct loss of habitat and influence of development in proximity to 
existing populations (fuel modification).  The introduction of competitive weeds that displace 
Pentachaeta lyonii, changes in local hydrology which can encourage invasive weeds, intensive 
gopher activity altering the soil integrity, and alteration of habitat structure from nearby 
development..”  (see attached Recovery Plan pg. 20) 

The DEIR does not address the potential for introduction of competitive weeds, the potential for increased 
gopher activity or alteration of habitat structure from nearby development.  Gopher activity in Stunt 
Ranch led to the extirpation of the species there.  In another example, lyon’s pentachaeta depends on its 
pollinators for successful reproduction.  How will the introduction of suburban style development and 
landscaping effect these insects?  A discussion of the projects potential impact on the ecological 
requirements of pollinators and their habitat must be addressed in the DEIR. 

Response: 

The revised project avoids all direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and mitigates indirect impacts.  
Mitigation for the revised project includes an extensive Management Plan for the Lyon’s pentachaeta and 
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surrounding open space.  The Habitat Management Plan will be consistent with the USFWS Recovery 
Plan for the species and CDFG Code.  It will include the approved Master Landscape Plan and Fuel 
Modification Plan for the project.  As shown in Figures FEIR-5A through 5D, exclusion zones will 
elimated fuel modification within the Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat. Also, the Plan will be submitted for 
review to the County, California Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
prior to the issuance of the grading permit.  For further information regarding the Habitat Management 
Plan, see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-4 (Section III, Corrections and Additions) of this 
FEIR). 

Comment No. 15-11: 

Recovery also requires the setting aside of additional potential habitat.  Lyon’s pentachaeta will occupy 
different portions of appropriate habitat over the course of several years.  Therefore, all appropriate 
habitat on the site should be identified and either set aside in the open space lots with adequate buffering 
or included in the discussion of the level of impact the proposed project has on the species. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No.15-10.  The Habitat Management Plan provides protection to 
approximately 90 percent of the project site. 

 Comment No. 15-12: 

A Homeowners Association is not a viable manager of an endangered species recovery/management plan.  
Beyond the general conflicts of interest that may arise, the ability of a homeowners association to 
successfully manage such a complex task as endangered species recovery, is highly unlikely.  If the 
project applicant is aware of an instance where this type of approach has worked it should be included in 
the DEIR.  In preparation of this letter, a careful review of the USFWS literature was conducted and there 
does not appear to be any recommendation or endorsement of such a management structure. 

Response: 

The revised project does not propose that the homeowners’ association be the manager for the 265.87 
acres of undisturbed conservation open space.  That area would be dedicated to a public entity.  However, 
the HOA would retain responsibility for the mainttenance of the 21.9 acres of conservation open space 
that would be subject to fuel modification.  See Mitigation Measure F-1, Response to Comment No. 15-
10 and Topical Response No. 6 in this FEIR.Comment No. 15-13: 

It is a sad fact that poaching is yet another of the threats to full recovery of the federally threatened Santa 
Monica Dudleya.  That it happened cannot be disputed, the applicant’s interpretation of the relevance of 
this activity is open to debate.  The applicant seems to take the position that since the plants were 
removed without their permission they are entitled to go on with their plans for the relocation of the plant 
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to another suitable location within the open space lots.  The application consultant believes that the plants 
will make a full recovery in the current location and site of poaching.  The original site is still viable. 

The relocation of the remaining juvenile plants is described as “risky” in the DEIR.  This needs to be 
elaborated on within the DEIR.  Also, the compatible sites should be identified within the DEIR and not 
deferred to a later date.  What if no potential site exists?  This is a real possibility and needs to be 
addressed 

Response: 

The revised project avoids all direct impacts to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya and mitigates 
indirect impacts.  Also, the relocation of the dudleya is no longer proposed.  Mitigation for the revised 
project includes an extensive Management Plan for the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya and surrounding 
open space as well as protective and mitigation measures in the Fuel Modification Plan.  See revised 
Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-4 (Section III, Corrections and Additions) of this FEIR.   

Comment No. 15-14: 

The DEIR includes a map from 1997 which is entitled “Open Space Reserves” Figure II-6.  This map is 
outdated.  Since 1998, the City of Agoura Hills has implemented an ambitious open space acquisition 
plan in the area of Ladyface Mountain.  The critical Liberty Canyon wildlife corridor has also been 
secured to the east of the project site.  The impacts of the proposed project on these open space resources 
and the sensitive species that lie within their boundaries must also be addressed in the DEIR. 

Response: 

The comment is correct that the map is not up to date.  This is not a significant environmental issue and 
further response is not required.  The project’s impacts are addressed in the Draft EIR.  As discussed in 
Topical Response No. 1, CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.  With respect to the 
demand for additional assessment of off-site impacts, the comment does not explain the basis for the 
demand, nor does it provide data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or 
expert opinion supported by facts in support of the demand (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).  
Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial 
evidence.  Therefore, no further response is required. 

Comment No. 15-15: 

The DEIR discusses the number of trees impacted but does not discuss the long term implications of 
development for the species.  There is a very big difference between preserving the remaining oaks on the 
site and guaranteeing the longevity of the species on the project site.  This is the sort of higher level of 
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analysis that should be included in the DEIR particularly as it pertains to resource protection within the 
SEA. 

Response: 

Impacts to oaks and oak woodlands are mitigated to a less than significant level.  Impacts to individual 
oak trees are mitigated by compliance with the requirements of the Oak Tree Permit.  Impacts to mixed 
oak woodlands are mitigated by the implementation of the Oak Tree Plan in Mitigation Measure F-10 and 
the  Habitat Management Plan in Mitigation Measure F-1 of this Final EIR.   Also see Response to 
Comment No. 10-33    

Comment No. 15-16: 

In many ways the DEIR ignores the counties goal when establishing an SEA; resource protection.  
According to the LA Cty General Plan, resource protection interests take precedence within the 
boundaries of an SEA: 

“The development must be designed to be highly compatible with the biotic resources present, including 
the setting aside of appropriate and sufficient undisturbed areas.”(III-45) 

Triangle Ranch does not achieve this goal.  The County of Los Angeles has a responsibility to these 
species.  It goes to the heart of the issue of why the county ever endeavored to establish SEA’s in the first 
place.  The successful conservation of the lyon’s pentachaeta population on the Triangle Ranch site is 
deemed “critical” to species survival by the California Department of Fish and Game.  How can any 
activity be allowed on the site that may jeopardize that?  With respect to General Plan policy, see Topical 
Response No. 3. 

Response: 

The revised project is consistent with the SEA Compatibility Criteria Nos. 1 through 6.  See Table FEIR-
3, Summary Comparison of Consistency With SEA Compatibility Criteria, Section II of this Final EIR. 
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Commenter No. 16: Penny Suess, 30473 Mulholland Highway, #179, Agoura, CA 
91301, May 23, 2005 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I andII of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 16-1: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
proposed Triangle Ranch Project.  Specifically, I would like to address the issue of wildfire and fire 
protection.  Attached to this letter of comment is a reprint of a newspaper article that contains facts and 
statistics I have used to support my opinions. 

The Triangle Project is proposed for an area that is prone to destructive fires.  In 1978, the Agoura-Malibu 
Fire, driven by 50 mph winds, burned through the site in minutes from its starting point at Agoura and 
Cornell Roads, reaching the coast in two hours.  Residents south of the project area, in my own 
community of Seminole Springs and in neighboring Malibou Lake and Triunfo Canyon, said at the time 
that they had as little as three minutes warning, with the fire reaching Sierra Creek Road (about 3 miles 
south) in just 15 minutes. 

The power of nature makes a mockery of the idea of “response times” and “fuel modification” plans. 

In the 1978 fire, 25,000 acres burned, three people died, and 230 homes were lost.  The fire front was 
estimated at 20 miles wide.  One hundred thirty-six engine companies (from as far away as Santa 
Barbara), 28 camp crews, eight bulldozers, six 500-gallon-capacity firefighting helicopters, and six fixed-
wing tankers were deployed.  Yet an L.A. County fire official said at the time, “the Agoura Fire could not 
have been halted even if we’d had four times the men and equipment we used.”  And, he added, “Fire is 
like an earthquake: It’s not a matter of IF, it’s a matter of WHEN.” 

The DEIR states that there is a deficit of fire protection services in Area I – Malibu/Santa Monica 
Mountains, and that the construction of Fire Station No. 89 in Agoura Hills will only partially alleviate 
that deficit.  So how can adding 81 homes in one of the region’s most infamous fire corridors be 
considered acceptable?  Would building even one home be prudent? 
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Response: 

The analyses in the Draft EIR acknowledge that the project site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone (page III.M.1-1).  The Draft EIR does not state that adding 81 homes is acceptable.  The 
purpose of the Draft EIR is to provide the assessment of the environmental consequences of the proposed 
project.  The determination of whether the project is acceptable is the responsibility of the decision-
makers.  Notwithstanding the above, the Fire Department has reviewed the revised project, approved the 
proposed access shown on the tentative map, set conditions of approval, and on May 14th 2007 cleared the 
tentative map for public hearing.  The Fire Department’s conditions of approval are included in Appendix 
Q of this Final EIR.  

Comment No. 16-2: 

The proximity of Kanan and Cornell roads is seen as a benefit to Triangle Ranch.  But those same roads 
are the only access for firefighters moving south from the city to get ahead of a fire and for residents 
moving north to escape one.  Protecting Triangle homes and evacuating Triangle residents could seriously 
clog emergency access for many others. 

Response: 

It is unlikely that the proposed project would “seriously clog” emergency access for others.  Given the 
large number of homes located south of the project site in such communities as Cornell Road Ranchos, 
Wagon Road Ranchos, Medea Valley Estates, Malibu Lake, Seminole Hot Springs etc., the effect of the 
proposed project’s 61 homes would be minor.  Furthermore, in the past when there have been evacuation 
problems, those problems were almost entirely attributable to the complexities of evacuating livestock, 
horses in particular.  Those residents who did not have trailers available for evacuation, had to walk their 
horses out of the hazard area.  This is what blocked the public roads.  However, the revised project will 
not allow horses on the properties.  Therefore, while this same problem may arise again in the next fire, it 
would not be created by the revised project.   

Comment No. 16-3: 

The DEIR states that the project has been sited to minimize wildfire hazards.  Is that even possible, except 
on paper?  The various enclaves are designed without multiple access roads.  What if that fragile access is 
blocked by a fast-moving fire?  And even if the roads are clear, will fire trucks have enough space to 
maneuver and turn around? 

Response: 

The revised project design would not eliminate fire hazards, but it does minimize them.  First of all, the 
homes are clustered near the highways for easy emergency access.  Homes are not located on the steeper 
slopes where wildfires burn more rapidly and are more difficult to reach.  Also, the revised project would 
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provide fire hydrants throughout the development area to support fire fighting efforts.  Additionally, the 
project would be required to comply with the Fire Department’s fuel modification requirements, including 
landscaping with fire retardant vegetation and installation of irrigation zones around the homes.   
Furthermore, all roads have been designed to Fire Department specifications for road widths, curve radii, 
and fire fighting equipment turn-a-rounds.  As discussed in Response to Comment No. 16-1, the Fire 
Department has reviewed the revised project, approved the proposed access shown on the tentative map, 
set conditions of approval, and on May 14th 2007 cleared the tentative map for public hearing.  Comment 
No. 16-4: 

The mitigation measure of developer fees to fund new Fire Department construction would never be 
enough to fully protect the project in case of wildfire, which has historically called upon the resources of 
an entire region.  Another case of theoretical minimization of very real hazards of devastating 
proportions. 

Response: 

The analyses in the Draft EIR do not conclude that payment of developer’s fees would “be enough to 
fully protect the project in case of wildfire”.  However, the payment of developer fees in combination 
with Mitigation Measures M.1-1 through M.1-6, the provision of the project features designed to reduce 
fire hazards, and compliance with the conditions of approval set by the fire Department, is sufficient to 
reduce the project’s impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Comment No. 16-5: 

Please weigh the project alternatives carefully.  Strictly in terms of fire, the “No Project” alternative is 
clearly the superior choice. 

Response: 

This comment expresses a preference for the No Project Alternative, but does not state a specific concern 
or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is 
not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-207 

Commenter No. 17 Tom Dodson, 2150 N, Arrowhead Avenue, San 
Bernardino, CA 92405, June 18, 2005 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 17-1: 

General Plan Consistency 

Most of the focus of the Cornell Preservation Organization has been of the significant environmental 
effects of the project and not on Genreal Plan consistency.  However, this issue is one of the two key 
decisions for which the Commission will make recommendations for action to the County Board of 
Supervisors.  The other key recommendation being the Commissions decision regarding the adequacy of 
the Final EIR for consideration by the Board, i.e., is it adequate or not and should the Board certify the 
Final EIR or not. 

As the Commission is aware, the County Staff has presented an alternative design for this project that 
would allow development of approximately 44 units.  Further, the CPO has presented a design that would 
allow less than ten units, all located west of Kanan.  Why are these alternatives being presented to the 
Commission?  I believe the reason is that each party, the County Staff and CPO, has carefully reviewed 
the applicable County General Plan policies and determined that the proposed Triangle Ranch project is 
not consistent with the adopted General Plan for the project site, as expressed in the Santa Monica 
Mountains North Area Plan.  Both County Staff and CPO have presented alternative project designs that 
each believes is consistent with the General Plan and is therefore approvable by the County.  The analysis 
of General Plan policies in Chapter III.K of the Draft EIR clearly demonstrates that the proposed project 
with 81 units is not consistent with many of the policies in the General Plan, and in my opinion the 
project is not consistent with the General Plan as required by law. 

To set the stage for my conclusion and recommendation to the Commission of this issue, I need to 
reference some essential planning documents.  Much of the following information is excerpted from 
“Curtin’s California Land Use and Planning Law” publication (21st Edition).  It is an important reference 
guide used by most professional planners regarding planning law and planning requirements.  I am sure 
the Commission is aware that it must make factual determinations regarding the proposed project’s 
consistency with the adopted General Plan, which as noted above is the Santa Monica Mountains North 
Area Plan (Plan).  On page 22 of Curtin’s publication the following conclusion is presented: “Since the 
general plan is the constitution for all future development, any decision of the city affecting land use and 
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development must be consistent with the general plan.”  This statement states also applies to a county, 
such as Los Angeles County.  Curtin further states: “A court will defer to the city council’s interpretation 
of its own general plan and own factual findings unless “based on the evidence before the city council, a 
reasonable person could not have reached the same conclusion.” “In the subdivision context, 
Government Code section 66473.5 requires that approvals of tentative maps be consistent with the city’s 
general plan.  However, the Subdivision Map Act does not require an exact match between the tentative 
map and the general plan or specific plan.  The tentative map only need be in agreement of harmony with 
the general or specific plan.” 

Thus, it is clear that consistency is required an [sic] consistency does not need be to [sic] demonstrated 
with every policy, but it must be in “harmony or agreement” with the Plan.  My previous comments 
indicate where we disagree with the EIR’s findings of consistency between the Plan and proposed project.  
For several of the fundamental issues where agreement or harmony is required, in my opinion, between 
the Plan and the proposed project, the project is inconsistent with the Plan.  The specific areas of general 
inconsistency include: biology goals; hillside management goals; scenic resource protection goals; fire 
hazard goals; and finally inconsistency with most of the SEA compatibility criteria.  The EIR documents 
these inconsistencies; we believe the inconsistencies are greater than summarized in the EIR (see pages 
17 and 18 of my May 11, 2005 letter) and it is our conclusion that the degree of inconsistency between 
the proposed project and the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan reaches the level of being out of 
harmony and in disagreement with fundamental elements of this Plan. 

The implication of this conclusion is that the project as proposed is inconsistent with the applicable Plan 
for the project area and the County cannot make the factual findings to approve this project.  After 
reviewing the proposed project in terms of consistency or conformity with the Santa Monica Mountains 
North Area Plan we do not believe that any reasonable person can make a finding of consistency between 
the proposed development and the Plan.  We are also skeptical that the Staff alternative development 
concept be deemed consistent, but it is clearly more consistent than the proposed development project.  
We are confident that the CPO alternative development plan is wholly consistent with the Plan. 

As a result of concluding the proposed project is not consistent with the Santa Monica Mountains North 
Area Plan, we recommend that the Commission deny the proposed Triangel Ranch project, or require the 
applicant to submit a design that is clearly in agreement and harmonious with the Plan. 

Response: 

As discussed in Sections I and II of this Final EIR, the project has been revised since the above comment 
was submitted.  The revised project currently consists of 61 homes.  As discussed in Topical Response 
No. 3, the revised project is consistent with the North Area Plan. 

Comment No. 17-2: 

Economic Issues 
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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) generally avoids dealing with economic issues related 
to a proposed development because economic issues seldom are related to physical effects on the 
environment (the primary test of whether an issue must be considered in a CEQA document).  Having 
stated this, there are instances where economic issues do come into play.  Specifically, the State CEQA 
guidelines (Section 15131) provide the following guidance: “Economic or social effects of a project shall 
not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”  “Economic or social effects of a project may be 
used to determine the significance of physical changes caused by a project.” 

In this instance, the proposed project was not identified as causing any economic or social effects related 
to physical changes caused by a project.  So the issue of concern to CPO is not physical changes and 
related economic or social effects. 

The economic issue of concern to the CPO is that the stated primary project objective for the applicant is 
to achieve a profitable economic return on its property investment (Page 1-2 in the Draft EIR).  If the 
County and the interested public does not have the data to substantiate what a “profitable economic return 
on its property investment”, it is not possible to determine whether an 81-lot subdivision is required to 
meet this “primary objective” or whether the CPO alternative of nine lots is sufficient to meet this 
“primary objective.”  If no economic data regarding return on investment are provided to the County 
decision-makers, then the County must select the least environmentally damaging alternative, which is 
clearly the CPO alternative.  This is consistent with the requirements of Sections 15091 and 15092 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines which includes the following statement: “A public agency shall not decide to 
approve or carry out a project for which an EIR was prepared unless either: (1) The project as approved 
will not have a significant effect on the environment, or (2) the Agency has: (A) Eliminated or 
substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment where feasible as shown in findings under 
Section 15091, and (B) Determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be 
unavoidable under Section 15091 are acceptable due to overriding concerns as described in Section 
15093.” 

The proposed project will have significant impacts.  So, impact must be eliminated where feasible.  
Although the logic is somewhat difficult to understand, I interpret the above Guidelines section to indicate 
that if all alternatives are economically feasible, then the alternative with the least impact, i.e., the CPO 
alternative, must be selected by the City.  If any of the alternatives are not economically feasible because 
they will not meet the applicant’s primary objective, the(sic) all participants in the CEQA review process, 
including the decision-making body and the public are entitled to review the data justifying what is or is 
not economically feasible as determined by the applicant.  Otherwise, how does the decision-make or the 
public obtain the substantiation necessary to verify economic feasibility. 

CPO has been denied access to the requisite economic information and, apparently, the County does not 
have any data justifying what is or is not a profitable economic return on its property investment for the 
applicant.  Once again, I request the detailed economic data to perform an independent verification of 
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assumptions and findings, or request that the Commission select the CPO alternative development plan as 
the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative. 

Response: 

None of the alternatives assessed in the EIR were rejected on the basis of economic infeasibility.  
Therefore, no economic feasibility analysis is required.  Nevertheless, a financial feasibility analysis, 
which addresses the objective of profitability, is included in Appendix N.  With respect to approval of the 
revised project, see Response to Comment No. 10-11.  Also, see Topical Response No. 5. 

Comment No. 17-3 

Water Quality in Medea Creek 

In simple terms, water quality in Medea Creek and Malibu Creek (which forms downstream of the project 
site) is severely degraded (i.e., significantly degraded for three water quality components, phosphorous, 
nitrates and bacteria). This a [sic] statement of fact, not an assumption.  The project will install best 
management practices (BMPs) to minimize non-point source pollution discharge to Medea Creek during 
both construction and post-construction.  However, these best management practices will not be 100% 
effective for either phase of the project.  Both construction and occupancy storm water quality will be 
[sic] contribute to the existing degraded condition of water quality in Medea Creek.  As a result, the 
proposed project will make a cumulatively considerable contribution to already severely degraded surface 
water in Medea Creek. The Draft EIR makes a finding that this impact is less than significant because the 
applicant is installing the requisite BMPs. This finding is in error as the proposed project’s additions of 
phosphorus, nitrates and bacteria are inherently a significant unavoidable adverse cumulative water 
quality impact to the existing condition. 

As a result of this inaccurate finding, CPO requested that the Draft EIR be] recirculated to address this 
issue.  Specifically, the applicant should be required to further define the specific contribution of these 
three pollutants and then be required to offset the project’s cumulative contribution by cleaning other 
existing sources of the same pollutants within the drainage basin.  For example, the applicant could fund 
the connection of several (the actual number of systems that should be replaced will depend upon the 
estimate of the project’s contribution to this noncompliant Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
pollutant) failing septic tank systems to the regional sewer system and reduce the amount of bacteria by 
an amount comparable to the bacteria contribution of the proposed project.  Similarly, the project should 
be required to reduce phosphorous and nitrates from other sources by an amount comparable to that 
generated by the proposed project.  Thus mitigation is available to hold the project’s cumulative 
contributions to the TMDL pollutants to a less than significant level. The Draft EIR ignores such 
measures and is therefore inadequate until the TMDL water quality issue is resolved. 
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Response: 

The comment makes the one-molecule argument, which essentially asserts that any contribution to a 
degraded environment, no matter how small, is a significant impact.  In essence, the argument postulates 
that no development of any nature should be allowed in the greater Malibu Creek Watershed, an area of 
approximately 65,310 acres, or approximately 102 square miles of western Los Angeles County/Santa 
Monica Mountains (Draft EIR, page III.E-1).  This is due to the fact that no development can be 100% 
free of pollutants.  The courts have rejected this argument with respect to degraded air basins and may be 
expected to reject this argument in the water quality context as well (Communities for a Better 
Environment v. California Resources Agency, 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 119-120 (3d Dist 2002)).   The 
Communities for a Better Environment case states: the "'relevant question' under the Kings County/Los 
Angeles Unified approach is not how the effect of the project at issue compares to the preexisting 
cumulative effect, but whether 'any additional amount' of effect should be considered significant in the 
context of the existing cumulative effect.  This does not mean, however, that any additional effect in a 
nonattainment area for that effect necessarily creates a signficant cumulative impacts: the 'one 
[additional] molecule rule' is not the law."  (emphasis added.) 

The Draft EIR takes a different approach from that suggested by the comment.  The Draft EIR 
acknowledges the project has the potential to create adverse water quality impacts.  For this reason, the 
Draft EIR recommends 26 water quality mitigation measures (Nos. E-1 through E-26), as well as 11 water 
quality-related hydrology and surface water runoff mitigation measures (Nos. D-1 through D-11).  In 
addition, the Draft EIR provides an extensive discussion of required national, state and local 
governmental water quality programs, with which the project must comply.  These programs include 
NPDES, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and the County’s Standard Urban Storm Water 
Mitigation Plan.     

Compliance with federal, state and local requirements is a permit requirement, not a mitigation measure.  
Because a project cannot be built if it does not comply with these permit requirements, these requirements 
can be more appropriately thought of as project features.  The question that must be answered by the 
Draft EIR is whether the project that has been built in compliance with these requirements would still 
have a potential for significant impacts.  If the answer is yes, then mitigation measures are required to 
reduce that potential impact to a less than significant level.  However, such programs as the NPDES 
permits, SWPPP and the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit (GCASWP) are specifically 
established and implemented to ensure that a project does not cause storm water pollution.   
Consequently, the Draft EIR appropriately finds that compliance with these programs would achieve their 
stated objectives and would result in a project that does not have a significant stormwater pollution 
problem.   

Comment No. 17-4: 

There is a tendency when an applicant is being opposed so strongly on a project to feel sympathy for the 
applicant.  However, the local community did not create the very difficult circumstances that constrain 
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development on the Triangle Ranch.  It is a combination of institutional constraints (endangered species, 
hillside development standards and water quality standards), the Santa Monica Mountains North Area 
Plan and the natural constraints of the property that make it particularly difficult to develop.  CPO is 
seeking to ensure that any development approved fully complies with all of the constraints affecting the 
property.  Based on the data in the record at this time, CPO believes that the proposed development is not 
consistent with the requisite planning document; the Draft EIR before the Commission is not adequate; 
and the development requires additional modification and mitigation in order to be approved by the 
County. 

If the applicant refuses to revise the project to resolve these issues, CPO requests that the proposed project 
be denied. 

Response: 

As discussed in Sections I and II of this Final EIR, the project has been reduced in size, and earthwork 
quantities and area of grading have been reduced.  Direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya have been eliminated.  Impacts to oak trees have been reduced.  
Approximately 90% of the project site would remain undisturbed by grading.  Intrusion into the SEA has 
been substantially reduced and the revised project can be found to be consistent with the six SEA 
Compatibility Criteria (for additional information, see Section II).  Aesthetic impacts have also been 
reduced by eliminating 20 homes and all of the major retaining walls have been eliminated.  The project 
revisions also bring the project into substantial conformance with the goals and policies of the North Area 
Plan (see Topical Response No. 3).   
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Commenter No. 18:  Betsey Landis, President, California Native Plant Society, 
Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mountains Chapter, 3908 
Mandeville Canyon Road, Los Angeles, CA 90049, June 21, 
2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 18-1: 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit Statewide organization with over 9700 members. 
The Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mountains Chapter has about 500 members and is one of three CNPS 
Chapters in Los Angeles County. CNPS is dedicated to the preservation of California's native flora 
through science, education and advocacy. 

We have serious concerns over County Project No. 97-178, also known as Triangle Ranch.  For years we 
have monitored the natural resource values of Significant Ecological Areas.  Most have increased in 
resource value as Los Angeles has become increasingly urbanized.  SEA No. 6 is no exception. 

SEA No. 6 represent a locally rare range extension of several plant species, most notably California 
Juniper (Juniperus californica), Haplopappus linearifolius and Calochortus venustus. The SEA also 
contains Federally listed species: the endangered Lyon's pentachaeta (Pentacaeta lyonii) and the 
threatened Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia). 

Response:  

This comment serves as an introduction to the letter, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 18-2: 

From staff and SEATAC reports it is evident that the project proponents are planning to decimate these 
valuable resources to create a suburb in a rural area.  In all the years since the project was first proposed (I 
assume it was first proposed in 1997) the project proponents apparently have ignored the planning advice 
of the County Regional Planners, the area's district plan, the concerns of the neighbors and those of 
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neighboring jurisdictions. According to recent reports there has been loss of Lyon's pentachaeta habitat to 
disking and manure spreading as well as at least one structure built on known Lyon's pentachaeta habitat. 
The Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya habitat is threatened as well. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opinion about the project proponent and the proposed project, but does not state 
a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 18-3: 

At their February 2, 2004 meeting SEATAC, which had been making recommendations and comments on 
this project since January 5, 1998, made a list of comments and noted serious concerns in eighteen 
different areas, twelve of which involved loss of listed or unusual native plants and habitat. They noted 
many of these concerns had not been addressed previously. 

Response: 

All of the SEATAC minutes are included in Section VIII.D of the Draft EIR. An analysis of SEA 
compatibility by revised project is provided in Table FEIR-3 in this FEIR. 

Comment No. 18-4: 

When does the Regional Planning Commission say "Enough is enough"?  If the staff and SEATAC have 
concerns so severe that they suggest possibly illegal actions have been taken, if the project proponents are 
dilatory in responding to concerns and unwilling to design their project to protect already threatened and 
endangered natural resources and to benefit the surrounding communities, why should the Regional 
Planning Commission continue to give them more time? 

Response: 

This comment expresses opinions and about the Regional Planning Commission, but does not state a 
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 18-5: 

We support the staff's second suggested motion for the Regional Planning Commission on June 22, 2005, 
Agenda Item No. 6 a,b,c: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No 52419, CUP and Oak Tree Permit No. 97-178-
(3). In the June 22, 2005 Regional Planning Commission Cover Letter the second staff motion reads: "I 
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move that the Regional Planning Commission close the public hearing, and indicate its intent to deny 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52419, and Conditional Use Permit and Oak Tree Permits No. 97-178-
(3)". 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the denial of the project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 19: Elizabeth A. Cheadle, Chairperson, Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy, Ramirez Canyon Park, 5750 
Ramirez Canyon Road, Malibu , California, 90265, 
December 5, 2005.  

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address a previously proposed 71-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided 
herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment NO. 19-1: 

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) finds that the proposed 10-lot reduction in the 
subject project on 320 acres in the Lindero and Medea Creek watersheds is an insufficient attempt to 
reduce and avoid significant ecological and visual impacts.  The County’s conclusion that biological and 
visual impacts will remain significant supports our analysis.  The Conservancy fully holds to its 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on April 25, 2005. 

Response: 

As discussed in Sections I and II and provided for in Section III (Corrections and Additions) of this final 
EIR, the proposed project has been revised since the circulation of the 71-lot site plan.  As presently 
proposed the project consists of 61 lots, which represents a 24.6 reduction in the number of proposed 
homes, compared to the site plan assessed in the Draft EIR.  See Topical Response No. 3 for a discussion 
of the revised project’s consistency with the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan.  For the 
Conservancy’s April 25, 2005 letter and responses to its comments, see Comment Letter No. 2.  

Comment NO. 19-2: 

We assert that the applicants can achieve the majority of their Project Objectives stated in the DEIR 
within a smaller disturbance footprint-such as some variation of Alternative 4 in the DEIR.  Based on the 
revised project proposal we assume the new applicant Project Objective includes 71 marketable “high 
end” single family residences on an approximately 38.6-acres development footprint. 

Response: 

In terms of area of disturbance footprint, the revised 61-lot project (with a grading footprint of 27.39 
acres) is comparable to Alternative 4, which has a grading footprint of 29.93 acres.    

 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-218 

Comment NO. 19-3: 

The project should avoid 90 percent of the Federally-listed Lyon’s pentachaeta, not just 50 percent.  The 
project should not scar 80 percent of the land west of Kanan Road.  It should only scar the already 
disturbed area (approximately 40 percent) where the northernmost development cluster is proposed.  
Impact reductions of this magnitude are the only way to meaningfully reduce and avoid significant 
impacts as required by the California Environmental Quality Act.  Short of making such changes, the 
County is put in the position of considering a statement of overriding considerations. 

Response: 

The revised project avoids all direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat (see Figure FEIR-5, in 
Section II of this Final EIR).  Additionally, the project site consists of approximately 124.1 acres on the 
west side of Kanan Road.  Of that total area, the revised project would develop 19.65 acres or 15.8 
percent of the west side of Kanan Road, not 80 percent.  Furthermore, the revised project’s development 
area on the west side of Kanan Road consists of 10.2 acres that have been previously graded and used as a 
dirt borrow site.  Consequently, the revised project would only disturb 9.45 acres of undisturbed area on 
the west side of Kanan Road.     

Comment NO. 19-4: 

We see no public policy justification to destroy an endangered species, threaten the population of a 
second one, grade 13 acres of a Significant Ecological Area, pack houses along several thousand feet of a 
designated Scenic highway at the gateway to the National Recreation Area, sever an intra-mountain range 
wildlife corridor, and alter totally the appearance of a scenic valley to accommodate 30 homes on 
approximately 15 acres. 

Response: 

This comment states an opinion regarding public policy, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment NO. 19-5: 

The applicants’ Project Objective is inconsistent with the constraints of the site.  Per the DEIR, the 
applicants’ foremost Project Objective is to achieve a profitable economic return on their property 
investment.  Until the applicants can conclusively demonstrate via an independent Economic Analysis to 
the County that a project similar to Alternative 4 in the DEIR, particularly as modified in the 
Conservancy’s April 25, 2005 letter, cannot result in a reasonable profit, we urge the County to remain 
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firm with its staff recommendation from this spring.  Larger perimeter lot sizes with restrictive 
conservation easements and higher density should be employed in a smaller development footprint. 

Response: 

CEQA does not require that the applicant’s objectives be consistent with constraints of the site (see 
Response to Comment No. 8-2).  Also, see Appendix N for the project’s net fiscal impact analysis. The 
suggestion that “larger perimeter lot sizes with restrictive conservation easements and higher density 
should be employed” will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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Commenter No. 20: Christopher Stephens, Resource Management Agency, 
County of Ventura, December 20, 2005.  

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address a previously proposed 71-lot project, the responses provided herein have been prepared 
with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts associated 
with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 20-1: 

The Public Works Agency – Transportation Department has reviewed the DEIR for 71 single-family 
residential lots in the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County adjacent to and south of the City of 
Agoura Hills.   

The project location is outside of Ventura County jurisdiction.  The DEIR did not analysis any roadways 
or intersections in Ventura County.  However, the Traffic Study included in the DEIR indicated that 9% 
of the ADT from this project would travel north on Kanan Road.  No adverse site-specific impacts to 
County Roads were identified in the EIR. 

The cumulative impact of this project, when considered with the cumulative impact of all other approved 
(or anticipate) development projects in the County, is potentially significant.  The agreement between the 
City of Agoura Hills and the County of Ventura dated February 2, 1992, requires the City to condition 
projects to mitigate the traffic and circulation impacts due to this project Kanan Road. 

If the project cumulative impacts are not mitigated, current General Plan policy will require County 
opposition to this project.   

Our review is limited to the impacts this project may have on Ventura County’s Regional Road Network. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 4-1. 
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Commenter No. 21: Mike Kamino, Planning and Community Development 
Director, City of Agoura Hills, 30001 Ladyface Court, 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301, January 19, 2006.  

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address a previously proposed 71-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided 
herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design. .  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 21-1: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Revised Project Design Summary 
associated with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Triangle Ranch Project.  We 
understand that the proposed project on the 320.3-are site has been reduced from a total of 81 single-
family residential lots to 71 single-family residential lots, with a corresponding reduction in the amount of 
grading, size of cut slopes, and height of retaining walls.  In some cases, lot sizes have been reduced.  We 
also understand that the development area has been further removed from the known area of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta.  It appears that the reduction in number of lots has been achieved by shifting the ten lots that 
were originally in the residential enclave east of Cornell Road to along the western side of Kanan Road.  
The site layout in the area east of Cornell Road has been reconfigured and concentrated, as opposed to 
reaching into the small valley.  The lot layout in the other enclave west of Kanan Road has been changed 
slightly, and is more compact, although the number of lots remains the same, while the enclave east of 
Kanan Road seems to be the same as originally proposed. 

Although there have been some notable changes to the project description, most of the comments and 
questions we identified in our letter dated May 11, 2005 on the Draft EIR (attached) are still relevant, and 
we request that they be given consideration.  We have three additional comments relating to the DEIR and 
the recently changed site plan, which are listed below.  Also we are requesting that certain items be 
considered as project mitigation measures. 

Response: 

The City’s May 11, 2005 letter and responses to that letter are included in this Final EIR as Comment 
Letter  No. 10.   

Comment No. 21-2: 

Section I.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
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1. We understand that the tallest cut slope has now been reduced to a maximum of 52.5 feet, while 
the tallest fill slope is now 40 feet.  These reductions are clearly improvements over the original design 
(70 feet and 65 feet, respectively).  However, they still appear inconsistent with the North Area Plan 
(NAP) Policy IV-12, as noted on page III.K.-16 of the DEIR.  This should be discussed in the DEIR. 

Response: 

Under the revised project, the tallest cut slope is 40 feet; although, there is a very small section of a cut 
slope between Lot 57 and 58, where the knoll projects westerly on the Cornell side of the project, that has 
a cut of 50 feet and then drops quickly below 40 feet. See Topical Response No. 3 for a discussion of the 
revised project’s consistency with the North Area Plan. 

Comment No. 21-3: 

Section III.F.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The DEIR notes that SEATAC reviewed prior project iterations on several occasions.  The project 
analyzed in the DEIR, as noted throughout this section of the DEIR, has only partially, but not fully, 
addressed the SEATAC’s concerns.  Has this latest version (reduced number of houses) been reviewed by 
the SEATAC and if so, what has been the response?  The DEIR should describe this. 

Response: 

The revised project has not been reviewed by SEATAC, nor is there any requirement that it be so. 

Comment No. 21-4: 

3. We are pleased to see the development footprint pulled back further from the largest area of 
Lyon’s pentachaeta, however it seems that there would still be impacts to smaller areas of this species, 
including the currently proposed plan further encroaching into this species at the northwest corner.  This 
change should be discussed in the DEIR.  Also, impacts would continue to occur to the Santa Monica 
Mountains Dudleya. 

Response: 

With respect to both the Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta, the revised project 
has eliminated direct impacts to both of these plants.  Indirect impacts to pentachaeta and Dudleya due to 
fuel modification are mitigated to a less than significant level by the implementation of the Habitat 
Management Plan, Fuel Modification Plan and other mitigation measures (see revised Mitigation 
Measures F-1 through F-16, Section III, Corrections and Additions) into this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 21-5: 
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Requested Mitigation Measures 

In addition to the above comments, we respectfully request that the following items discussed in more 
detail in our letter of May 11, 2005 be made project conditions of approval. 

a. If the required fuel modification zones cross over the northern portion of the site, into the 
jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills, then coordination with the City will be required.  The City would 
not be in favor of any fuel modification that crosses onto City limits, as these areas were donated to the 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy for purposes of permanent open space preservation and habitat 
protection.  For similar reasons, no grading for project construction should occur on land in the City 
limits.  (Please note that grading in the City limits would require a CUP from the City).  We request that 
these requirements be made conditions of approval. 

Response: 

Mitigation Measure F-16 has been added in the Final EIR to the list of mitigation measures in Section 
III.F., Biological Resources in the Draft EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to read:  

F-16  If the required fuel modification zones cross over the northern portion of the site, into the 
jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills, then coordination with the City shall be required.  No grading for 
project construction shall occur on land in the City of Agoura Hills without prior approval by the City.   

Comment No. 21-6: 

b. We request that a project condition of approval be made that addresses DEIR mitigation measure 
F-1(2), as well as including a requirement for a monitoring and maintenance program to ensure that the 
revegetation is successful; a requirement that the monitoring and maintenance program be specified in the 
CC&Rs as being the responsibility of the Homeowners’ Association or other future owner of the land; 
and a requirement that these items be written into the deed. 

Response: 

The recommendation that Mitigation Measure F-1(2) be made a condition of approval will be forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration.   Mitigation Measure F-1 has undergone revision to address 
concerns raised by public comment and should be reviewed.  That measure is found in Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) of this FEIR. 

Comment No. 21-7: 

c. One of the benefits of the proposed redesign is that there are now several smaller enclaves of 
residences, as opposed to fewer large scale ones, which would seem more compatible with the semi-rural 
environment.  However, the character of the project is still more suburban subdivision than semi-rural.  
We request that as conditions of approval building setbacks from Kanan and Cornell Roads be increased 
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and the setbacks vegetated with denser landscaping (including trees and shrubs) that provide an adequate 
visual buffer from the homes to Kanan and Cornell Roads, and reflect a more natural, as opposed to 
manicured, appearance.  As shown in the photo-simulations in the DEIR, the proposed vegetation seems 
sporadically placed and insufficient.  The landscaping should significantly obscure the buildings from 
vehicles and passersby on the main roadways through the area. 

Response: 

The City’s request that as conditions of approval: building setbacks from Kanan and Cornell Roads be 
increased; the setbacks vegetated with denser landscaping (including trees and shrubs) that provide an 
adequate visual buffer from the homes to Kanan and Cornell Roads, and reflect a more natural, as 
opposed to manicured, appearance; and that the landscaping should significantly obscure the buildings 
from vehicles and passersby on the main roadways through the area will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.  See also Responses to Comment No. 10-24 and No. 11-13. 

Comment No. 21-8: 

d. We appreciate that Lots 77, 78, 79 and 81 are proposed for landscape lots in the most recent 
site plan.  We strongly suggest that a similar landscape lot be provided further north along the 
west side of Kanan Road, in the residential area closest to the City.  At a minimum, we 
recommend that an easement be provided along the lots bordering Kanan Road in this area, 
with landscaping to be installed and maintained by the HOA.  In this area and the various 
other landscape lots in the project, it may help to create a naturalistic (not manufactured 
looking) earthen berm with landscaping (native, naturalistic) to truly create a visual buffer 
from passersby on the roads to these new homes.  Please consider adding these mitigation 
measures as conditions of approval. 

 

Response: 

The City’s suggestions that: a landscape lot be provided further north along the west side of Kanan Road, 
in the residential area closest to the City; an easement be provided along the lots bordering Kanan Road in 
this area, with landscaping to be installed and maintained by the HOA; and, to create a naturalistic (not 
manufactured looking) earthen berm with landscaping (native, naturalistic) in this area and the various 
other landscape lots in the project to create a visual buffer from passersby on the roads to these new 
homes, will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 21-9: 

e. A community with street lights, sidewalks, curb and gutter does not seem to be the appropriate 
type of development in this area, which is semi-rural and surrounded by valuable natural areas and 
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mountains, much of which has been designated as SEA.  To be more compatible with the surrounding 
natural environment, consideration should be given to eliminating curb/sidewalk or used rolled curbs; no 
street lights or at least no light poles, the use of flag lots instead of cul-de-sac layouts; and more split level 
pads.  Please consider requiring these mitigation measures as conditions of approval. 

Response: 

With respect to street lights, curbs and gutters, please see Response to Comment No. 8-7 and No. 10-4. 

The suggestion to use flag lots instead of cul-de-sac layouts and more split level pads will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 21-10: 

f. Similarly, to ensure that the development sufficiently blends in with the surrounding natural 
environment, particular design characteristics, color schemes and building materials should be stipulated.  
Mitigations could include requiring earth-tone palettes; utilizing non-reflective and more naturalistic 
building materials; architecture that reflects but does not detract from the natural semi-rural surroundings 
through size, height, scale and style; and landscaping design that is naturalistic in placement and in types 
of species selected to blend in with the existing landscapes. 

Response: 

Please see the revised project’s proposed Landscape Plan (Appendix L) and the proposed Design 
Guidelines (Appendix K) and Response to Comment No. 10-25. 

Comment No. 21-11: 

g. DEIR mitigation measure I-4 on page III.1-35 notes that concrete drains and all other drainage 
devices shall be tinted with an earth tone.  This would help in minimizing aesthetic impacts.  However, 
rather than just conceal the concrete and other man-made structures through tints, consideration should be 
given to minimizing the amount and size of man-made drainage structures to what is absolutely 
necessary.  For example, where possible, natural or natural-appearing materials, such as riprap, should be 
utilized.  We request consideration of this mitigation as a condition of approval. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 10-26. 

Comment No. 21-12: 

h. As proposed, the project would appear to significantly add to the existing Kanan Road lighting 
and create new lighting along Cornell Road.  We request that the project be conditioned to avoid street 
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lights, or at least allow only low-level lighting, such as bollards.  If this is not feasible, then we request a 
photometric study or similar lighting evaluation be prepared that demonstrates the specific areas that 
would be illuminated and to what levels.  This should ideally be part of the DEIR.  As the least, however, 
we request that this requirement to conduct a photometric study or other similar evaluation, and 
incorporation of methods to minimize any identified adverse impacts, be made a mitigation measure. 

Response: 

Street lighting is discussed in detail in the Draft EIR in section III. J.  With respect to a photometric study, 
the commenter is referred to Figure III.J-1 for exiting conditions, Figure III.J-2 for a standard street light 
layout plan consistent with the County’s requirements, and Figure III.J-3 for the proposed lighting 
mitigation plan.  The commenter is also referred to Response to Comment No. 8-7 and No. 10-4. 

Comment No. 21-13: 

i. Please see Comment #39 in the attached letter dated May 11, 2005.  The City requests that an 
equitable portion of the Quimby fee for the project be provided to the City, or that the project dedicate 
additional funds, separate from the Quimby fee, to the City as compensation for the greater demand for 
parks and recreation that would need to be met by Agoura Hills.  We request consideration of these 
mitigations as project conditions of approval. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 10-47. 

Comment No. 21-14: 

We would also like to reiterate that, from our previous letter, that the project would need to participate in 
the Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) program on a per PM-trip basis through the City of Agoura Hills Arterial 
System Development.  This required contribution should be clearly discussed in the Environmental 
Impact Report. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 10-45. 
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Commenter No. 22:  Richard B. Silverman, Cantor, 14 Coleytown Road, 
Westport, CT 06880, February 3, 2006. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 22-1: 

I am writing to support the Beautiful City Holding Company’s request for support for the 72 lots in the 
Tentative Tract Map #52419.  I hope that you will vote yes on behalf of the Shareholders. 

Obviously, living in Connecticut, I am unable to attend the meeting on February 22.  My father died in 
1976 and my mother died at age 99.  Both of my sisters who are in their late 60’s probably will not be 
able to attend because of their physical disabilities.  My familie’s (sic) contribution has lasted over 3 
decades waiting to receive adequate compensation for our investment.  The years of our lives are limited 
as I suffer from Diabetes.  Your support for this project is most important and I encourage you to 
influence those who will make the final decision to allow the remaining members of our family the ability 
to reap the benefits of our investment. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 23:  Martin Frank, 2581 Greenvalley Rd., Los Angeles, CA 
90046, February 6, 2006. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 23-1: 

I am an investor in the above referenced property.  I am by education an economist (UCLA class of ’49) 
and by vocation an entrepreneur, now retired.  Forty years ago I invested in this project. As I approach 
eighty and see the property unrealized, I cannot but think, “what a waste.”  Why is it a waste?  Let me list 
some of the ways. 

1) The share of the permit fees dedicated to the school system will be substantial and badly needed. 

2) When built out the property tax income stream will exceed one million dollars per year. 

3) The new resident population will have a very positive impact on the business community in the area. 

4) Sales tax revenue will increase as a consequence of more than one hundred million of construction 
material purchases. 

5) New homeowners always spend a lot to enhance their new home purchases. 

Is the density reasonable?  By any measure seventy-one lots implanted in acreage of this size is 
reasonable.  A tour of the area shows how reasonable it really is.  

It is time to quiet the clamor of those who wish to impose absurd demands on the assets of others.  It is 
time to recognize the value of the major donation of open space (Ladyface Mountain) to the community.  
It is time to move on. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 24:  Kenneth J. Goodman, L.C.S.W., 18546 Roscoe Blvd., Suite 
210, Northridge, CA 91324, February 8, 2006. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I, II and III of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

The following persons also submitted signed copies of this form letter in support of the proposed project 
(see Appendix I-6):   
 

• Lawrence Berlin, June 17, 2006 

• Rabbi Sidney S. Guthman, 5224 Riviera Circle, Long Beach, CA 90815, June 16, 2006 

• Vance Moran, President, Beautiful City Corp, June 17, 2006. 

• Jane Nuccio, June 17, 2006 

• David Wentz, June 17, 2006 

• Sheldon Wolk, 9401 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1122, Beverly Hills, CA 90212, June 16, 2006 

• Judy Nealy, June 16, 2006 

• Indecipherable, June 16, 2006 

• Indecipherable, June 17, 2006. 

Comment 24-1: 

I am urging you to vote yes on approving the Triangle Ranch development for 71 lots.  Housing is badly 
needed.  Refer to the Tentative Tract Map #52419 set for hearing on February 22.   

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration 
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Commenter No. 25:  Cindy Goodman, 12648 Byron Ave., Granada Hills, CA 
91324, February 11, 2006. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 25-1: 

I am urging you to vote yes on approving the Triangle Ranch development for 71 lots.  Refer to the 
Tentative Tract Map #52419 set for hearing on February 22.  Housing is desperately needed. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 26:  Greg Ramirez, City Manager, City of Agoura Hills, 30001 
Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, February 14, 2006. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  The first revision presented to the Planning 
Commission was a 71-lot project design.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” consists of 
61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this letter 
address the previously proposed 71-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided 
herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 26-1: 

The purpose of this letter is to convey the position of the Agoura Hills City Council on the proposed 
Triangle Ranch Project, which is scheduled for consideration by the Regional Planning Commission on 
February 22, 2006.  As you are aware, the approximately 320-acre project site is located within 
unincorporated Los Angeles County, just south of Agoura Road, along Kanan and Cornell Roads.  The 
site is near the southern boundary of the City of Agoura Hills, and would essentially serve as a gateway 
into the City. 

On February 8, 2006, the City Council held a meeting regarding the proposed project, at which City staff 
presented a brief summary of the project, including the most recently proposed reduction of residential 
units from 81 to 71.  The City Council discussed the project and the Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
and, on a 5-0 vote, directed staff to submit a letter to the Regional Planning Commission conveying the 
City’s formal position on the project that: 

The City Council opposes the project as it is currently proposed with 71 homes.  A project significantly 
closer to Alternative No. 4, as found in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), would be 
preferable. 

The City’s comments, as outlined in letters prepared by the City staff dated May 11, 2005, and January 
19, 2006 (attached), are expressly adopted and approved by the City Council, and should be incorporated 
into the project. 

The City should be consulted and coordinated with regarding the project. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
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required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 27:  Larry L. Eng, Regional Manager, Department of Fish and 
Game, South Coast Region, 4949 Viewridge Avenue, San 
Diego, DA 92123, February 23, 2006. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in 
this letter address a previously proposed 71-lot project, the responses provided herein have been 
prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 27-1: 

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the above-referenced revisions to the 
proposed Triangle Ranch Project. The revised project describes the development of 71 single family 
residential lots on 320 acres located in the Santa Monica Mountains, adjacent to and south of the City of 
Agoura Hills. The project site straddles Kanan and Cornell roads. Medea Creek passes through the project 
area, as do several unnamed intermittent and ephemeral drainages. Much of the project site is a county-
designated Significant Ecological Area, SEA No. 6. The site also supports critical rare plant populations, 
including the easternmost known population of the State -and federally-endangered Lyon's pentachaeta 
(Pentachaeta lyonii) and federally-threatened Santa Monica Mountains dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. 
ovatifdia). The Department previously provided written comments on the draft Environmental Impact 
Report.  

Response: 

As currently proposed, the revised project consists of a 61-lot subdivision.  Responses to the 
Department’s previous written comments are included in this Final EIR as Responses to Comment Letter 
No. 5. 

Comment No. 27-2: 

The following comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department's authority as Trustee Agency 
with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project (California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Section 15386) and pursuant to our authority as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Section 
15381 for those aspects of the proposed project that come under the purview of the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA) (Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et seq.) and Fish and Game Code Section 1600 
et seq.  

The Department is generally pleased with the proposed revisions outlined, which would reduce direct and 
indirect impacts to biological resources. Changes to the project footprint include a reduction in lots from 
81 to 71 and a reconfiguration on the east side of Cornell Road. This revision will substantially improve 
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conservation of the Lyon's pentachaeta population located on the east side of Cornell Road. The Dudleya 
population would also be protected from direct grading.  

The Department met with the representatives for the proposed project on November 2, 2005. At that time, 
we identified several remaining biological resource concerns that need to be addressed. We discuss these 
and additional issues below:  

Response: 

Subsequent revisions to the project further reduce direct and indirect impacts to biological resources. 
Changes to the project footprint include a reduction in lots from 71 to 61, reconfiguration of access 
between Cornell and Kanan Roads in the northern portion of the site, and further reconfiguration on the 
east side of Cornell Road. These revisions avoid all direct impacts to Lyon's pentachaeta and Santa 
Monica Mountains Dudleya populations.  Indirect impacts due to fuel modification are mitigated to a less 
than significant level by the implementation of the Habitat Management Plan, the Fuel Modification Plan 
and other mitigation measures (see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-16, Section III, 
(Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR).   See Response to Comment No. 21-4. 

Comment No. 27-3: 

The revised project would place all remaining Lyon's pentachaeta sub-populations on the west side of 
Kanan Road within designated Fuel Modification Zones. The Department is concerned about the direct 
and indirect impacts fuel modification work will have on the ability of these habitats to sustain rare plants 
over the life of the project. It has been our experience that conservation of threatened and endangered 
plant species directly conflicts with the goals of fuel modification proximate to residential developments. 
Fuel modification zones represent areas where woody and herbaceous native plant species are removed, 
thinned, pruned, and otherwise modified. Chronic disturbance during maintenance makes these zones 
prone to weed invasion and are challenging to manage in a low fuel load condition. Direct trampling of 
Lyon's pentachaeta seedlings and growing individuals will occur during fuel reduction, maintenance and 
weeding activities, and the prolonged summer bloom places the species at risk of direct impacts from the 
onset of winter germination through the summer months. For these reasons, we indicated at our Nov. 2, 
2006 meeting with the applicant's representatives that further reductions in the project footprint may be 
required so that fuel modifications do not affect all the remaining Lyon's pentachaeta populations on the 
west side.  

Response: 

This and subsequent comments appear to be based on the assumption that a certain level of activity or 
complement of actions must be performed uniformly within designated fuel modification zones.  Based 
on discussions with the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) regarding managing fuel 
modification zones for endangered plants and other sensitive species, it is believed that it will not be 
necessary to perform a uniform level of activity or complement of actions.  The LACFD is willing to 
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consider and authorize site specific fuel modification zone plans that address impacts to sensitive species 
and/or sensitive habitat areas.  This can be done by limiting the time of year that maintenance activities 
occur and/or limiting the substantive maintenance activities that do occur.  Because suitable Lyon’s 
pentachaeta habitat requires a low percent of plant cover, areas within a fuel modification zone having 
Lyon’s pentachaeta are excluded from any fuel modification activities.  The applicant has committed to 
working with LACFD and the resource agencies to address this issue. 

Because of this concern and to ensure management in areas having Lyon’s pentachaeta is done correctly, 
Mitigation Measure F-3 was developed.  Mitigation Measure F-3 has been renumbered F-2 in the Final 
EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions).  It requires that the Fuel Modification Plan address the 
concerns of the LACFD while protecting the sensitive on-site resources.  In addition, the Fuel 
Modification Plan must be consistent with the Habitat Management Plan for the conservation area.   

On  July 6, 2007, the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan (dated June 22, 2007) was approved by the 
LACFD . See Appendices M-2 and M-3, attached.  Section V of this plan provides for rare species/habitat 
protection and monitoring program (i.e., Lyon’s pentachaeta, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, Riparian 
Woodland Habitats, and Oak Woodland Habitat) and Section VI provides for site specific strategies.   

Section V notes there are 21 locations where fuel modification zones and Lyon’s pentachaeta overlap.  
These areas are to be protected with permanent split rail fencing, as would any pentachaete locations that 
may become established in the future.  The fencing would be signed to prevent entry.  No fuel 
maintenance activities would occur in areas with Lyon’s pentachaeta or Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya.  

Comment No. 27-4: 

Fuel modifications proposed for the vicinity of the small ridgeline supporting Lyon's pentachaeta and 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya are of particular concern. These populations would be relegated to a 
small ungraded area about 200 feet wide, with developed lots to the immediate north and south, and the 
entire habitat area would be subject to fuel modification. In addition to impacting Lyon's pentachaeta, the 
dudleya habitat here would be degraded by removal of shrubs which currently shade the occupied habitat, 
moderate local temperatures and reduce drying winds in the general area. The shrubs, dead and decadent 
woody material, and herbaceous vegetation in the vicinity of these rare plant populations contributes to 
overall habitat suitability by providing alternative sources of pollen for insect pollinators, general 
pollinator habitat and weather moderation.  

For these reasons, the Department indicated at our November 2, 2005 meeting with the applicant and the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, that the dudleya ridgeline and associated Lyon's pentachaeta 
populations should be fully protected from any direct or indirect impacts from fuel modifications. Several 
lots may need to be eliminated so that fuel modifications can be scaled back and the integrity of the 
ridgeline habitat is conserved. Lots 26, 27 and 46 would likely be affected.  
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Response: 

Please see to Response to Comment No. 27-3, above.  As noted in that Response, Section V also 
addresses fuel modification practices in areas with Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  As with the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta areas, areas with dudleya will be fenced and signed.  They will be entered only when needed 
for selected activities using specially trained work crews supervised by the project biologist.  Because of 
the protective measures in Mitigation Measure F-2 and as provided for in the preliminary Fuel 
Modification Plan, the indirect impacts to the pentachaeta and dudleya have been minimized and the 
integrity of the ridgeline habitat conserved.  

Comment No. 27-5: 

We are also concerned about proposed fuel modifications on the east side of Cornell Road. Specifically, 
fuel modifications to the south of the primary access road and Lot 71 would cause direct damage to buffer 
habitat adjacent to the largest Lyon's pentachaeta enclave and an associated stream channel. We therefore 
indicated that we cannot authorize fuel modifications beyond a ten foot roadside clearance zone at this 
location.  

Response: 

Because this comment refers to the 71-lot plan, please review to Response to Comment No. 27-3, above.  
As noted in that Response, Section V of the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan also addresses fuel 
modification practices in areas with riparian woodland vegetation.  Maintenance in riparian areas would 
be conducted only when needed with specially trained work crews supervised by the project biologist.  
Therefore, the County believes that the concerns of the Department have been addressed. 

Comment No. 27-6: 

We noted during our current review that the northwestern portion of the project footprint abuts the 
property line. An unnamed drainage meanders in and out of the edge of this property line. It is unclear 
how drainage and stream channel values will be maintained if portions of the drainage are graded and 
impacted by development.  

Response: 

The project footprint does abut the northwestern property boundary.  The project will not impact the 
unnamed drainage.  Because the project will impact some other ephemeral drainage channels (i.e., 0.22 
acres of California Department of Fish and Game jurisdictional areas),, proposed Mitigation Measure F-9 
requires that the project applicant comply with all state and federal laws and regulations related to stream 
courses, wetlands and endangered species.  In addition, the applicant shall provide mitigation onsite at a 
1:1 ratio (or offsite at a 2:1 ratio) to offset any unavoidable losses to such ephemeral channels.  Proof of 
all required state and federal permits must be provided to the County prior to the issuance of a grading 
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permit.  Therefore, if this drainage is impacted, those impacts would be addressed in this mitigation 
measure. 

Comment No. 27-7: 

We also noted that fuel modifications extend north beyond the property line in this same general area. 
This means there is potential for undetected populations of Lyon's pentachaeta, or other sensitive species, 
to be impacted beyond the tract boundary. Previous field survey reports prepared for the project do not 
indicate this offsite area was surveyed for sensitive plants. Lyon's pentachaeta populations occur in close 
proximity to the property line and suitable habitat may extend offsite into areas proposed for fuel 
modifications. Impacts to the offsite area need to be more fully addressed.  

Response: 

Please review to Response to Comment No. 27-1, above.   

Comment No. 27-8: 

Ten lots are proposed for development in the central area on a narrow piece of high ground above Medea 
Creek, a perennial stream. Fuel modifications proposed for lots 36-42 extend downslope through upland 
habitat above the stream and into the streambed and riparian area below. In order to protect the riparian 
area and habitat values of Medea Creek, it is essential that fuel modifications here be fully avoided. 
Additionally, the adjacent upland habitat needs to be protected in order to provide an effective vegetated 
buffer between the stream, riparian habitat and development upslope and to provide escape areas for 
wildlife during episodes of flooding. There remains the potential for southwestern pond turtle (Clemmys 
mannorata pallida), a California Species of Special Concern, to occur in this reach of Medea Creek and 
we have requested a trapping survey occur here at the appropriate time of year to detect pond turtle.  

The Department recommends that the above concerns be addressed prior to lead agency approval of the 
proposed project.  

Response: 

The adjacent upland habitats will be protected and included within the conservation area.  With respect to 
the southwestern pond turtle, see Response to Comment No. 5-4.  

 

Commenter No. 28: David R. Leininger, Chief, Forestry Division, Los Angeles 
county fire Department, April 4, 2006   

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
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consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address a previously proposed 71-lot project, the responses provided herein have been prepared 
with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts associated 
with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR 

Comment No. 28-1: 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land 
Development Unit, and forestry Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department.  The following 
are their comments: 

The Fire Prevention division, Land Development Unit has no additional comments regarding this project.  
The conditions that were addressed in FFER #200500031, dated April 2005, have not been changed at 
this time. 

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on this project. 

Response:   

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration.  The Department’s previous written comments are included in this Final EIR as 
Comment Letter No. 6. 

Comment No. 28-2: 

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division include 
erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel modification for 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archaeological and cultural resources, and te 
County Oak Tree Ordinance.  With the project redesigned to lessen the impact to SEA No. 6 and the Oak 
resource, the areas germane to the statutory responsibility of the Forestry Division will be addressed upon 
completion of the final Oak Tree Permit. 
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Response:   

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 29:   Elaine Baum, June 15, 2006. 

The following is a form letter in support of the proposed project handed in to the Regional Planning 
Commission during the public hearing held on June 28, 2006.  As discussed in Sections I and II of this 
final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for public comment, the proposed project was 
revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on 
the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this letter address a previously proposed 61-lot 
project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided herein have been prepared with respect to 
the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts associated with the revised 
61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR.  A list of all the additional signers of this form 
letter is provided at the beginning of this Section IV, following the list of individual commenters.  The 
response to each of the submitted form letters is the same as presented for Comment Letter No. 25.   

Comment No. 29-1: 

I am writing to you to urge your approval of the above tract map, the CUP #97-178-(3) and the Oak Tree 
Permit on June 28, 2006 when your commission hears this project for a third time. 

The project fits with the North Area Plan, the hillside ordinance and the surrounding community.  We 
have waited years for approvals, and we feel the plan is now at a point where we can be proud to leave 
85% of the land for public use. 

Triangle Ranch demonstrates that the need for new housing and the values we hold for preserving the 
environment and open space can be successfully integrated. 

The planned housing is now far from the two hundred (200) considered many years ago.  Under the 
leadership of the Moran and Whizin families, the majority of the land will remain untouched. 

We want to move this forward, and we urge your approval on June 28th. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 30: Leah & Paul Culberg, June 19, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 30-1: 

General comments about existing project design and footprint: 

• The area under Ladyface 

o Suburban tract style housing at the Gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains will continue 
urban sprawl into the unincorporated area 

o Viewshed along Kanan 

o Unnatural and overly uniform grading 

o No Landscape plan presented 

• The area between Cornell and Kanan Road 

o Viewshed impacts 

o Grading, brushclearing and runoff into Medea Creek 

o Loss of the habitat linkages under Kanan 

o Brushclearing within the Riparian habitat 

• The area to the East of Cornell Road 

o Concern about the knoll being removed 

o Unnatural ‘tiering’ of the hillside 

o Introduction of more competitive plant species in the area, which would lead to reduction 
of lyons pentachaeta population 

Response: 

This comment list a number of issues about the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 30-2: 

• Grading under Ladyface is too uniform and creates an unnatural appearance, with building pads 
rising a uniform 10 feet per pad as they rise into the foot of the mountain.  This needs to be more 
varied.   

• All grading shall be contour grading gently sculptured and softened to blend with the natural 
contours, and landscaped with environmentally appropriate trees and shrubs. 

• All manufactured berms shall incorporate grading techniques which emphasize and enhance a 
natural condition.  Manufactured slopes shall consist of undulating contours of various slope 
ratios.  Use of boulders and other native rock material is more desirable. 

• Each structure should have a minimum of 3 textured materials with no one material 
compromising more than 50% of the overall material used.  Suitable materials include, natural 
rock, slate, tile, brick, wood, wood siding and minimal amounts of stucco. 

• No structure exposure should be permitted to have a wall comprised completely of stucco or 
similarly reflective material unless it can be demonstrated that said exposure is not visible from 
any point outside of the development footprint.  No structure visible outside of the development 
footprint shall have a large straight, blank façade.   

• Exterior treatments characterized by an overly bright, shiny, reflective or artificial appearance 
shall not be permitted. 

• Earthtones must be used on all development within the project.  Earthtones should be defined as a 
palette that is warm, rich and complimentary to the existing natural environment during its driest 
points of the year (Summer and early Fall).  This palette should be included the landscape plan. 

• Roofs shall be comprised of a heavy coarse texture and mottled medium dark (gray, brown or 
blend of these), non glare material.  No obtrusive equipment shall be placed on roofs.  No red tile 
roofs. 

• The roofs of buildings constructed on sloping land shall be parallel to the natural topography in 
order to protect line-of sight within the view corridor.  Projecting elements above roof lines shall 
be minimized and shall be integrated into the structures overall design. 

• Building height shall not exceed twenty six feet (26’).  The building height of auxillary buildings 
(barns, stables, garages, guest house, pool houses etc) shall not exceed eighteen feet (18’). 

• Certification of final building building heights from all elevations. 

• The outline of the second floor including all projections, chimneys etc shall not exceed 40% of 
the first floor footprint including attached garages, covered porches, breezeways etc.  Any portion 
of the building with finished ridgelines over 18 feet shall be considered part of the second story. 

• Upper floor levels on multi-story buildings should be stepped-back from their base on all sides 
where possible but certainly wherever the structure is visible outside of the project footprint. 

• The color of fences and walls shall blend with the natural environment. 
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• All fences, fates and walls visible from Kanan or Cornell Road shall be constructed of the 
following materials: rough cut, unfinished wood, native type stone, textured plaster surface walls.  
Chainlink is discouraged and where used must be black or dark green.  A combination of 
materials is encouraged.   

• Vines and/or other clinging plant material shall be used to visually accent walls and fences where 
space may preclude the use of larger plants. 

• On lots within the first 100 feet adjacent to Kanan and Cornell Road shall not exceed 15 feet 
above finished grade. 

• Fuel modification plan for ALL lots included in the CC&R’s and administered by the HOA.  The 
fuel modification plan will be approved via a CUP which is renewed every 5 years after passing 
inspection by an LA County approved inspector at the HOA’s expense.  The fuel modification 
plan will include desired as well as prohibited plant materials.  To modify the fuel modification 
plan the HOA must petition the county to modify the CUP. 

• Replacement trees.  Native trees, including oak trees, which care removed shall be replaced with 
the same type of tree according to the following replacement schedule: 

o Oaks-  - 36 inch box (2 for 1 replacement) 

o All other - 15 gallon (2 for 1 replacement) 

Response: 

The listing appears to be a set of recommendations for conditions of approval.  This comment does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 30-3: 

7 images attached 

Response: 

The seven images do not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 31:  Dr. Harry Shragg, 2115 Ridge Dr, Los Angeles, CA 90049, 
June 19, 2006. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 31-1: 

I have attended all of the previous meetings concerning this property, but I may be out of town on June 
28, 2006 when your commission hears about this project again.  I have been an investor in this project 
since 1959 and have waited 47 years for something to be developed on this property. 

This project preserves 85% of the land for public use.  The current proposed 66 sites is not the 200 sites 
originally considered by Mr. Whizin. 

Please approve the Triangle Ranch project on June 28. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

 

 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-246 

Commenter No. 32:  Colleen Holmes, President Cornell Preservation 
Organization, P.O. Box 1875, Agoura Hills, CA 91376-1875, 
June 19, 2006. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and  II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 32-1: 

We would like to request a postponement of the June 28th 2006 planning Commission hearing on the 
Triangle project. 

The tract map reached us only last Thursday the 15th.  Other materials promised have not appeared to 
date.  A design Guidelines document given us is woefully incomplete and appears to apply to some other 
project where a golf course and extremely large houses are involved. 

As we have to circulate these materials widely to interested persons in our community and to make 
arrangements for them to attend the hearing downtown on a weekday, we do not have time to properly 
prepare for the hearing. 

Alternatively, could a more convenient date be scheduled for public comment on this project? 

Any questions please do contact me at the following numbers 818 597 9788 (H) and 597 4810 (W).  
Many thanks for your help on this. 

Response: 

This comment regards procedural issues, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to 
CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 33:  Matthew Heerde, Law Offices of Frank P. Angel, 3250 Ocean Park 
Blvd., Suite 300, Santa Monica, CA 90405-3219, June 21, 2006. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for public 
comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” consists 
of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address a previously proposed 71-lot project, the responses provided herein have been prepared 
with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts associated 
with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 33-1: 

Our firm represents residents of the Santa Monica Mountains who are concerned about the adverse 
environmental effects of a proposed residential subdivision known as the “Triangle Ranch” project.  We 
understand that the revised project description reduces the size of the original proposed project from 81 
lots over 49 acres to 71 lots over approximately 38 acres.  While we note that there have been changes in 
the project design, a number of issues must still be resolved.  The following are our comments on the 
suitability of the project and the adequacy of the draft Environmental Impact report (“DEIR”). 

As an initial matter, we note that at the June 22, 2005 hearing before the Los Angeles County Regional 
Planning Commission (“RPC”), County staff recommended that the project be redesigned to conform to 
the parameters of Alternative 4, as outlined in the DEIR.  Alternative 4 calls for the development of 44 
homes over approximately 30 acres, reduces the project’s footprint in the Las Virgenes Significant 
Ecological Area (SEA No. 6), and largely reduces project impacts to the federally endangered Lyon’s 
Pentachaeta.  The Revised Project Description does not conform to the DEIR’s Alternative 4.  We urge 
the RPC to require the project applicant to re-design the project to comply with the recommendation of 
staff. 

Response: 

As currently proposed, the revised project consists of the development 61 residential lots on the 320.3-
acre project site.  See Section II for a detailed description of the revised project. 

Comment No. 33-2: 

In general, there are several points at which the DEIR is lacking in detailed analysis of project impacts 
and mitigation measures.  The California Environmental Quality Act (Public Res. Code, §§ 21000 et seq., 
hereinafter “CEQA”) requires that an EIR be prepared “with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decisionmakers with information which enable them to make a decision which intelligently takes account 
of environmental consequences.”  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 (hereinafter “CEQA Guidelines”), § 15151.)  
In assessing the sufficiency of an EIR, courts will look for “adequacy, completeness, and a good faith 
effort at disclosure.”  (Id.)  While this DEIR does explain many of the impacts the Triangle Ranch project 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-248 

will have on the environment, the DEIR still fails to analyze several potential impacts and incompletely 
analyzes others.  The DEIR also fails to include adequate facts and analysis regarding the efficacy of 
proposed mitigation measures. 

Pursuant to CEQA, the RPC cannot rely on conclusions that are unsupported by substantial evidence.  
(See CEQA §§ 21168, 21168.5.)  The DEIR’s failure to provide a thorough analysis of project impacts 
and mitigation measures leaves the RPC uninformed and unable to make a decision based on substantial 
evidence.  In order for the RPC to have a document upon which it legally can rely in making a decision 
regarding the project, the RPC should require that the DEIR be revised so that it fully discloses all project 
impacts and analyzes all potential effects of the project, direct and cumulative.  The DEIR should also be 
revised so that it fully explains the mechanisms behind the mitigation measures proposed and the basis for 
conclusions regarding the efficacy of such mitigation measures. 

Response: 

This comment serves as an introduction to subsequent comments.  It does not address substantive issues.  
Therefore, no response is required. 

Comment No. 33-3: 

The DEIR should consider additional alternatives that reduce the project’s environmental impacts.  
According to CEQA, an EIR must consider and analyze a reasonable range of alternatives.  (See 14 Cal. 
Code Regs. § 15126.6, subd. (a).)  “A reasonable range of alternatives” means that the alternatives 
considered: (1) must offer substantial environmental advantages over the project proposal, and (2) may be 
feasibly accomplished in a successful manner.  (See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 566.) 

Response: 

The revised project, as currently proposed, is another alternative that was specifically designed to reduce 
impacts and address the concerns expressed by Regional Planning staff and the Regional Planning 
Commission. 

Comment No. 33-4: 

Several of the alternatives discussed in the DEIR for the Triangle Ranch project do not offer “substantial 
environmental advantages” over the project as proposed.  Alternative 2, the “large lot alternative,” is not 
environmentally superior to the proposed project; it is environmentally inferior.  Compared to the 
proposed project, Alternative 2 would: require 48 mores acres of grading, develop land that the proposed 
project leaves as open space, create the possibility of large landscaped areas with concomitant pollution 
from fertilizers and pesticides, create an, “exclusive equestrian community” accommodating at least 106 
horses with concomitant water quality degradation from horse manure and urine, eliminate 48 more acres 
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of native habitat, completely develop SEA No. 6, and create more disruption to wildlife movement.  
Alternative 2 does not seem to offer a substantial environmental advantage over the proposed project. 

Response: 

Alternative 2 is not the project applicant’s alternative.  It is included in the Draft EIR as the result of 
demands from community for a large lot alternative (i.e., 5-acre minimum) that would be more like 
existing development farther to the south.  The comment accurately characterizes the problems with the 
alternative, which has been rejected by the project applicant.  

Comment No. 33-5: 

Similarly, Alternative 3 would have essentially the same environmental impacts as the proposed project.  
Aside from the relocation of development from the area between Cornell and Kanan roads to the west of 
Kanan road, Alternative 3 is not substantially different from the proposed project, as far as environmental 
impacts are concerned.  The number of residences proposed to be built is the same, and the design of the 
layout of the residences is essentially the same.  This Alternative still encroaches on SEA No. 6 and still 
eliminates portions of the Lyon’s pentachaeta population.  Water quality impacts are “essentially the 
same.”  (DEIR at page V-25.)  Biological resources impacts would be “the same as those associated with 
the proposed project” and would still impede wildlife movement between the SEA and the undisturbed 
environment west of Kanan Road.  (DEIR at page V-25.)  The project would entail comparable levels of 
night lighting, and land use impacts would be similar to those associated with the proposed project. 

Response: 

Several commenters have been critical of the project because it included residential development within 
the disturbed area between Kanan and Cornell Roads.  Alternative 3 is an alternate site plan that addresses 
the issue of that development. 

Comment No. 33-6: 

Alternative 4 offers the environmental advantage of developing only 44 residences and thus requiring 
grading of 11.23 acres less of SEA No. 6.  This alternative also eliminates impacts to drainages.  
Alternative 5 offers the environmental advantage of elimination of direct impacts to sensitive and 
endangered species.  However, Alternative 5 still requires grading on over 20 acres of SEA No. 6.  
Furthermore, this alternative would require an overall increase in the amount of grading required on the 
project site. 

Response: 

The revised project reduces the amount of grading within the SEA.  However, whereas Alternative 4 
reduces grading within the SEA by 11.23 acres, the revised project achieves even greater reduction in 
impacts by reducing grading in the SEA by 17.43 acres (see Table FEIR-4 in Section II of this Final EIR).  



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-250 

Similar to Alternative 4, the revised project also eliminates impacts to drainages within the SEA and 
avoids all direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.   

Comment No. 33-7: 

The DEIR’s alternatives analysis thus offers only two alternatives that would result in a reduction of 
environmental impacts.  In order for the DEIR to consider a range of alternatives that will foster informed 
decision-making, the DEIR should consider additional alternatives that offer substantial environmental 
advantages.  Example of such additional alternatives could be a design with greater reduction in the 
number of residences and size of project foot-print than Alternative 4.  The DEIR could also consider an 
alternative design that offers a greater number of residences than Alternative 4 but still considerably less 
than the proposed project and less than Alternative 3.  The alternatives analysis should not confine itself 
to consideration of only a large reduction on the number of residences and no reduction at all. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, all of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR achieve reductions in 
environmental impacts.  Alternative 2 reduces vehicle trips and, consequently, vehicle emissions and road 
noise.  Additionally, Alternative 2 reduces demand on utilities and public services.  Alternative 3 reduces 
visual impacts with respect to development between the northern portions of Kanan and Cornell Roads.  
Additionally, Alternative 3 has the potential to reduce impacts to water quality, riparian habitat and 
wildlife movement in the Medea Creek area.  Alternative 4 achieves impact reductions to the SEA and to 
sensitive plant species.  Additionally, Alternative 4 reduces visual quality impacts to the lower slopes of 
Ladyface Mountain in the southern portion of the project site.  Alternative 5 achieves impact reductions to 
the SEA and to sensitive plant species.  Lastly, the revised project provides an alternative with a mid-
range of lots as recommended by the last portion of the comment. 

Comment No. 33-8: 

At its June 22, 2005 hearing, the RPC expressed an interest that the project applicant redesign the project 
to conform more to the design of Alternative 4, as outlined in the DEIR.  The DEIR states that Alternative 
4 would frustrate the project objective of building 81 homes is artificially narrow.  A project applicant 
may not limit its ability to implement the project in a way that artificially confines the range of available 
alternatives.  (See Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 736.) 

Response: 

The Draft EIR provides a reasonable range of alternatives, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6.  Additionally, since the release of the Draft EIR for public review, the applicant has also 
submitted a 71-lot alternative, two 61-lot alternatives and is currently proposing a 61-lot alternative.  
Notwithstanding the fact that the applicant ultimately rejected Alternative 4 because it did not achieve the 
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applicant’s objectives at that time (rejection of alternatives is provided for by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(c)); nevertheless, the analysis of a full range alternatives was conducted. 

Comment No. 33-9: 

Alternative 4 is a feasible alternative that would create the substantially less significant environmental 
effects than the proposed project.  CEQA requires that the RPC not approve a project to which there are 
feasible alternatives which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of the project.  
(See CEQA § 21002.)  In light of this mandate, the RPC would be abusing its discretion if it approved a 
project that created substantially more significant environmental effects than Alternative 4. 

Response: 

The revised project is a feasible alternative that substantially lessens the significant effects of the 
previously proposed project.  In addition, CEQA provides that the decision makers may approve a project 
with significant impacts with the appropriate findings and statement of overriding considerations (see 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093. 

Comment No. 33-10: 

The DEIR’s analyses of the cumulative impacts of the proposed project and other related projects is 
inadequate.  As a general matter, the DEIR mischaracterizes the nature of cumulative impacts analysis at 
several points.  The DEIR repeatedly refers to the cumulative effects of the proposed project and “related 
projects.”  However, whether different projects are related is irrelevant to cumulative impact analysis 
under CEQA.  The relevant question is whether there are cumulatively significant, related impacts from 
the project and other nearby, past, present, and future projects.  (See Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. 
County of Ventura (1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 429.)  Thus the DEIR for this project should discuss the 
cumulative impacts of all past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects that may create, along with the 
proposed project, significant impacts on the environment. 

Response: 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, the EIR uses the list method to identify past present 
and future that may combine with the project to create cumulative impacts.  The word “related” is a term 
of art, and it refers to those past, present and future projects that may combine to create one or more 
impacts greater than the impact of the proposed project by itself. By definition, only those other nearby 
projects that are “related” to the proposed project by virtue of having common impacts can combine with 
the proposed project to create cumulative impacts. Rather than being irrelevant to the discussion, as the 
comment contends, only related projects are relevant. 

Comment No. 33-11: 
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Furthermore, as a basis for discounting cumulative effects of the project and other projects, the DEIR at 
several points cites mitigation measures that will be implemented for other nearby projects.  (See, e.g. 
DEIR at pages III.A-18, III.E-30.)  This kind of reasoning misses the point of cumulative analysis under 
CEQA.  The result of future mitigation of impacts of other projects is not a relevant factor in the analysis 
of cumulative impacts for the proposed project.  The DEIR should not discount the cumulative effects of 
the proposed project based on mitigation measures that may or may not be implemented for other, future 
projects.  Such reasoning results in improper, misleading assessment of cumulative impacts. 

Response: 

The comment refers to the cumulative geotechnical hazard – grading impact analysis on page III.A-18, 
and contends that the future mitigation of impacts of other projects is not a relevant factor in the analysis 
of cumulative impacts for the proposed project.  The logic of this position is difficult to understand.  The 
analysis in the Draft EIR indicates that since there would be open space separating the proposed project 
from the related project, it is unlikely that grading activities on the related project sites could adversely 
affect the proposed project.  The analysis continues that it can also be expected that potential geotechnical 
hazards posed by the related projects would be identified and mitigated through the development review 
process, including the development of grading and construction plans in accordance with the applicable 
grading and building ordinances.  The two related projects in question  (Nos. 6 and 10) are both in the 
City of Agoura Hills, which has an extensive review process for hillside grading proposals.  The 
cumulative analysis acknowledges the reality of this process and assesses the likely effects of these 
projects as approved by the City.  However, the comment argues that the EIR should not assume that the 
City would implement its standard procedures to ensure the safety of its citizens.  Similarly, that comment 
argues that the cumulative water quality analysis on page III.E-30 should not take into consideration the 
fact that other projects in the Medea Creek watershed would be required to comply with local, state and 
federal law with respect to the control of the discharge of pollutants into surface waters. The comment 
concludes with the admonition that the Draft EIR’s analysis results in improper, misleading assessment of 
cumulative impacts.  This implication that the EIR should engage in unsupported and remote speculation 
rather than rely on knowledge of the real world is rejected, since the resulting assessment would be 
artificially negative and biased against the proposed project. 

 Comment No. 33-12: 

The DEIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts from grading/land form alteration is inadequate.  The 
cumulative impacts analysis does not consider the potential for combined impacts from the proposed 
project and nearby projects on soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  At page III.A-8, the DEIR states that 
soil erosion and loss of topsoil is a threshold of significance.  But this threshold is completely ignored in 
the cumulative impacts analysis at page III.A-18. 

Response: 
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The geotechnical hazards – grading cumulative analysis on page III.A-18 of the Draft EIR has been 
changed in the Final EIR to add a discussion of soil erosion or the loss of topsoil (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).   

Comment No. 33-13: 

The DEIR’s analysis of cumulative water quality impacts is inadequate.  First, the DEIR has not 
demonstrated its conclusion at page III.E-30 that the project will not violate water quality standards set 
for Medea Creek and Malibou Lake.  Therefore, the cumulative impact analysis’ conclusion that the 
project will not contribute to cumulative impacts on water quality is unsupported.  Second, the cumulative 
impacts analysis’s reasoning that the project will not contribute to cumulative impacts because the project 
“makes up such a relatively small portion of all the sources of water degradation” is unsubstantiated.  
CEQA requires that an EIR “identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion that the contribution [to 
significant impacts] will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable.”  (CEQA, § 15130, subd. 
(a)(3).) 

Response: 

With respect to the first part of the comment that the DEIR has not demonstrated its conclusion at page 
III.E-30 that the project will not violate water quality standards set for Medea Creek and Malibou Lake, 
see Topical Response No. 4.  Contrary to the next part of the comment, the cumulative impact analysis in 
the Draft EIR on page III.E-30 does not conclude that the project will not contribute to cumulative 
impacts on water quality.  Rather, the analysis concludes the project’s compliance with the required water 
quality control programs and implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would be 
sufficient to reduce the proposed project’s incremental impact to a less than significant level.   

Contrary to last part of the comment, the support for the conclusion that the project’s contribution to the 
cumulative impact is less than cumulatively considerable is provided throughout Section III.E, Water 
Quality.  For example, on pages III.E-6 and 7 of the Draft EIR, the analyses state that septic systems (the 
major non-point source contributor of nutrients) account for 40.4% of the average annual total nitrogen 
loads and 53.9% of the average annual total phosphorous loads to the entire Malibu Creek Watershed.  
Other major development-related sources are effluent irrigation, golf courses, agriculture and livestock, 
high/medium density residential uses and commercial/industrial uses. However, the proposed project 
would be sewered and, thus, would make no nutrient/phosphorous contribution via septic systems.  
Furthermore, as a low density residential development, the project does not fit into any of the other major 
sources of nitrogen/phosphorus listed in Table III.E-2.   

As demonstrated in Table III.E-2, land uses other than low density residential account for 88.1% of all 
average annual total nitrogen loads and 91.2% of the average annual total phosphorous loads.  Therefore, 
even assuming low-density residential land uses account for all the remaining nitrogen and phosphorus 
loads, the 61 proposed homes of the revised project would have a negligible contribution compared to all 
the existing homes within the greater Malibu Creek watershed.   
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Sewage from the project would be treated by the Tapia Water Reclamation Facility, which is identified as 
the major point-source for nitrogen/phosphorus loads in the Malibu Creek Watershed (DEIR, page III.E-
6).  As discussed in Section N. Public Utilities - Sewerage, the Tapia Plant currently treats approximately 
8.5 million gallons of sewage each day.  At approximately 350 gallons of sewage per dwelling unit per 
day (see DEIR, Table III.N.2-1), the 61 proposed homes would generate approximately 21,350 gallons of 
sewage per day.  Therefore, the revised project’s contribution to the Tapia Treatment Plant’s point-source 
nutrient load would be approximately 0.3%.  CEQA does not provide a quantitative definition of the term 
cumulatively considerable.  Rather, CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(3) states that “cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probably future projects. For the purposes of this EIR, 0.3% is not considered a cumulatively considerable 
portion of the total nitrogen/phosphorus load generated by the Tapia Treatment Plant.   

Comment No. 33-14: 

The mathematical calculations in the cumulative water quality impacts analysis are questionable.  The 
DEIR states at page III.E-1 that the Medea Creek subwatershed has an area of 17,520 acres.  This is the 
number upon which the cumulative impacts analysis bases its conclusion that the developed project area 
comprises approximately 0.3 percent of the “entire Medea Creek watershed above Malibou Lake.”  
(DEIR at page III.E-30.)  However, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s TMDL 
analysis of the Malibu Creek Watershed refers to a 15,900-acre area for the combined subwatersheds of 
Lindero Creek, Palo Comado Creek, Cheeseboro Creek and Medea Creek.  (See Technical Appendix G-2, 
page 4.)  The DEIR should clarify how large the Medea Creek watershed actually is, and state where this 
information comes from. 

Response: 

As the analyses discuss on page III.D-1 of the Draft EIR, Lindero Creek, Palo Comado Creek and 
Cheeseboro Creeks are all tributary to the greater Medea Creek watershed.  Therefore, their combined 
watersheds are subsumed by the total area of the greater Medea Creek watershed.  The reader is also 
referred to Figure III.D-1, for a graphic depiction of the watersheds in question.   

Comment No. 33-15: 

Furthermore, the cumulative impacts analysis’s statement that the project will not have cumulatively 
considerable impacts because the project area comprises a relatively small portion of the Malibu Creek 
Watershed is misleading.   The relative size of the project area to the entire area of the Malibu Creek 
Watershed is not a relevant question for cumulative impacts analysis here.  Much of the Malibu Creek 
watershed is comprised of undeveloped open space.  The relevant question is how much more water 
pollution the project will add relative to existing and foreseeable water pollution.  Pollutants such as 
bacteria and nutrients come from commercial, residential and agricultural development, not open space.  
Therefore, for the purposes of cumulative impacts analysis, the DEIR should disclose the relative size of 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-255 

the project’s residential development to existing and future residential development.  The DEIR should 
also analyze the project’s potential to contribute to pollution already created by agricultural and 
commercial/industrial sources. Furthermore, this analysis should be conducted individually for Medea 
Creek and Malibu Creek.  The project’s impact relative to existing and future development and pollution 
will be different for each water body. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 33-13 with respect to (1) the relevance of the project site’s area in 
comparison with the entire Medea/Malibu Creek watersheds and (2) how much more water pollution the 
project will add relative to existing and foreseeable water pollution.  The comment that pollutants such as 
bacteria and nutrients do not come from open space is not supported by the US Environmental Protection 
Agency.  According to the USEPA, chaparral/sage is the second highest sources of nitrogen and 
phosphorus in the Malibu Creek Watershed, exceeded only by septic systems (see Draft EIR, Table III.E-
2).  The project’s potential to contribute to pollution already created by agricultural and 
commercial/industrial sources is discussed in detail in Section III.E, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.   
Lastly, the project’s impact relative to Medea Creek and Malibu Creek is also discussed in Section III.E, 
Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.   However, the reader is also referred to Topical Response No. 4 for 
further discussion. 

Comment No. 33-16: 

Again, the DEIR erroneously relies on unimplemented mitigation measures of future projects for its 
conclusion that such future projects would not combine with the proposed project to create significant 
impacts to water quality.  The DEIR offers no analysis of such future mitigation measures and thus has no 
basis for this conclusion.  The DEIR should discuss the potential impacts of future projects and their 
cumulative interaction with the potential impacts of the proposed project. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 33-11. 

Comment No. 33-17: 

The DEIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts to visual qualities erroneously omits analysis of the 
cumulative visual impacts based on the misplaced reasoning that “there are no related projects near 
enough to the project site to have a measurable, direct cumulative visual quality impact at the project 
site.”  (DEIR at pages II-17, III.I-35.)  Scenic resources of an area are not confined to the line-of-sight at a 
fixed point of the ground.  This project is proposed to be built along a major thoroughfare between the 
Pacific Coast Highway and the 101 Freeway.  Motorists will experience the impact to the viewshed as 
they drive to or from the direction of Agoura Hills.  The DEIR should fully explain the cumulative visual 
impacts of the Triangle Ranch project and nearby, reasonably foreseeable developments to the north and 
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south.   Furthermore, scenic resources are also enjoyed in the form of long-distance views from nearby 
hillsides and mountaintops.  The view of natural surroundings from atop Ladyface mountain will be 
impacted by the proposed project and other development projects that are proposed for the north Santa 
Monica Mountains and Agoura Hills. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 8-92. 

With respect to Ladyface Mountain, the EIR assesses view impacts from major public vantage points and, 
to a lesser degree, from the private residences in the vicinity. The EIR does not address the effect of the 
project as seen from the top of Ladyface Mountain.  Ladyface Mountain is extremely rugged and difficult 
to climb and few people actually climb it.    Furthermore, CEQA does not require an analysis of every 
view from every conceivable vantage point.  As discussed in Topical Response No. 1, Section 15204(a) 
of the State CEQA Guidelines provides that “the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is 
reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its 
likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead 
agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant 
environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good 
faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  Assessing the view from the top of Ladyface Mountain 
is neither reasonable more practical. 

Comment No. 33-18: 

The analysis of cumulative biological resources impacts is inadequate.  The analysis does not mention the 
potential biological resources impacts any of the other nearby future or past projects.  Nearby projects 
will also fragment open space and thus affect wildlife movements.  The DEIR should discuss potential 
cumulative impacts to sensitive and endangered plant species caused by the projects listed in table II-1. 

Response: 

Please see Response to Comment No. 8-82.  

Comment No. 33-19: 

The analysis of cumulative impacts to light and glare should substantiate its conclusion that there are no 
projects near enough to the project site to cumulatively create a significant impact.  The nighttime sky is 
already aglow from nearby development, as stated by the DEIR at page III.J-1.  However, the cumulative 
impacts analysis does not discuss the project’s potential to contribute to this nighttime glow.  Significant 
impacts from light and glare do not only include direct line-of-sight increase in lighting.  An increase in 
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night-sky glow should be considered a significant impact and the project’s potential to contribute to this 
impact should be analyzed.   

Response: 

See Response to Comment Nos.. 8-93,  8-94 and  8-95. 

Comment No. 33-20: 

The analysis of cumulative impacts to land use compatibility is misleading.  The analysis states that the 
project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation.  (DEIR at page III.K-
45.)  However, in Table III.K-1, the DEIR identifies several land use policies with which the project 
would be inconsistent. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 2-21. 

Comment No. 33-21: 

The cumulative impacts analysis is also flawed because it fails to analyze the combined impacts of the 
project and the water tower that will be built on the project site, described at page I-18.  An EIR’s 
cumulative analysis must include future projects that are reasonably foreseeable consequences of the 
project approval.  (See Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council (1992) 10 Cal.App.  712,738.)  
The dedication of a fee parcel of land to the water district for purposes of a water tank is sufficient to 
require that the EIR analyze all potential impacts that may result from construction of the water tank. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 8-19. 

Comment NO. 33-22: 

Medea Creek and Malibu Creek are listed under the section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act as 
impaired for several pollutants, including nutrients and bacteria.  Nutrients such as nitrogen and 
phosphorous are a prime cause of algae buildup.  Bacteria pollution can cause illness to humans who 
come in contact with bacteria-polluted water. 

In an effort to clean up Medea Creek and Malibu Creek, the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) 
and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”) have issued Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (“TMDLs”) for various pollutants in Medea Creek and Malibu Creek.  (See Appendix G-1 
and G-2.)  These TMDLs establish numerical targets for the amount of pollution that the Creeks can 
receive and still reduce pollution to acceptable levels.  The EPA’s TMDLs required a 90% reduction in 
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the amount of nutrients discharged from residential storm runoff to surface waters in the Malibu Creek 
Watershed.  (See Appendix G-1 at page 40.)  The RWQCB’s TMDLs require a reduction in bacteria 
pollution by 92% and 99% in Lower Medea Creek and Upper Medea Creek, respectively.  (See Appendix 
G-2, page 29.)  80% of this reduction in bacteria must be accomplished at the low-density residential level 
in order to meet the TMDLs goals.  (See Appendix G-2, page 31.)  It is with these stringent federal and 
state requirements in mind that the Regional Planning Commission should consider the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s analysis of the project’s potential impacts to water quality. 

The DEIR’s description of the Malibu Creek Watershed TMDLs is inadequate.  At page III.E-6, the DEIR 
discloses the summer TMDLs for nitrogen and phosphorous.  The DEIR should also disclose the winter 
TMDL for nitrogen.  The DEIR should also disclose the TMDL for bacteria.  Furthermore, the DEIR 
should disclose the numeric water quality objectives for nutrients and bacteria and examine project 
impacts in light of these objectives.  The DEIR’s description further clouds the import of the TMDLs by 
stating: “For the Lower Medea Creek watershed, the TMDL establishes a 92 percent overall reduction in 
bacteria loading; for Low Density Residential uses within this area, the TMDL would result in a 99 
percent reduction in fecal coliform loadings.”  This cryptic explanation shrouds the fact that the Clean 
Water Act TMDLs require a 99% reduction in the amount of bacteria that Low Density Residential uses 
contribute to the Lower Medea Creek watershed (80% of this reduction must come from low-density 
residential uses).  The DEIR should be very clear about the baseline water quality conditions because 
such conditions are so poor in the Medea Creek and the Malibu Creek watershed. 

Response: 

Depending on the type of equipment, apparatus or facilities that will be installed, which depends very 
much on the County’s upcoming TMDL program, the percentage of pollutants that can be intercepted can 
be up to 100 percent.  However, at the present time there is no good definition of what the County will 
require to be intercepted and removed.  Therefore, the level of cleansing that the project will provide will 
be commensurate with the County’s standing policy at the time. 

See Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 33-23: 

The DEIR’s description of water quality impact mitigation by the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(“SWPPP”) and BMPs is inadequate.  The conclusion that implementation of the SWPPP and BMPs 
would ensure that the construction activities will not degrade water quality is unsupported.  No 
meaningful analysis is offered to substantiate this conclusion.  Without explanatory and science-based 
evidence supporting this conclusion, the Regional Planning Commission cannot legally make a decision 
regarding the project’s impacts on water quality. 

Response: 
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See Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 33-24: 

The DEIR’s conclusion that the project’s impacts to water quality will be insignificant is unsubstantiated 
and difficult to accept.  The DEIR lists as a threshold of significance a “violation of any water quality 
standard.”  (DEIR, page III.E-13.)  However, the bacteria TMDLs require that bacteria loading be 
reduced by 80% from low-density residential uses.  The DEIR does not offer any evidence to support a 
conclusion that the proposed mitigation measures will reduce pollution by 80% from present levels. 

Response: 

Depending on the type of equipment, apparatus or facilities that will be installed, which depends very 
much on the County’s upcoming TMDL program, the percentage of pollutants that can be intercepted can 
be up to 100 percent.  However, at the present time there is no good definition of what the County will 
require to be intercepted and removed.  Therefore, the level of cleansing that the project will provide will 
be commensurate with the County’s standing policy at the time. 

See Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment Nos. 8-41 through 8-67. 

Comment No. 33-25: 

For the project to avoid violation of water quality standards, discharge of pollutants must be completely 
eliminated.  The DEIR’s significance threshold for water quality includes “violation of any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements.”  (DEIR page III.E-13.)  Given that the DEIR does not offer 
evidence to suggest that pollutants will be completely eliminated by the SWPPP and BMPs and other 
mitigation, the DEIR’s conclusion that water quality impacts will be less than significant is unsupported. 

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 33-26: 

The DEIR does not explain how nutrient and bacteria discharges will be completely eliminated.  Thus the 
DEIR’s conclusion that the project will not surpass its threshold of significance, i.e., violation of any 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, is unsubstantiated.  Based on this DEIR, the 
Regional Planning Commission cannot know that the project will not contribute to the existing 
exceedence of water quality standards. 

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment Nos. 8-41 through 8-67. 
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Comment No. 33-27: 

There is no basis for the DEIR’s assumption that the threshold for TDS is the same as for TSS.  (DEIR, 
page III.E-19.)  Indeed, it would be expected that the threshold for TSS is lower than that for TDS 
because the TDS threshold is used for drinking water.   Drinking water would be expected to 
accommodate more dissolved solids than suspended solids.  In any case, this assumption cannot form the 
basis for the DEIR’s conclusion that the project will contribute less TSS to storm flow than would be 
allowed by the plan.  The DEIR must use actual, existing standards to determine the project’s impacts to 
water quality. 

 

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment Nos. 8-41 through 8-67. 

Comment No. 33-28: 

The DEIR states that the storm drain system is designed to remove 85 percent of hydrocarbon storm water 
pollutants.  (DEIR, page III.E-20.)  However, the DEIR offers no further facts or analysis to prove this 
contention.  What exactly is the mechanism that will filter the hydrocarbons from the runoff?  The DEIR 
must provide a detailed description of this mitigation measure to support its conclusion that the project’s 
water quality impacts will be less than significant.  

Response:  

See Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment Nos. 8-41 through 8-67. 

Comment No. 33-29: 

The DEIR states that storm drain clarifiers “can remove up to 90% of dissolved nitrogen and phosphorous 
from runoff water.”  (DEIR, page III.E-22.)  The DEIR should provide evidence supporting this 
conclusion.  Furthermore, because Medea Creek is listed as impaired for algae, any contribution of 
nutrients will add to this impairment and a finding of less than significant impact will be improper.   

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment Nos. 8-41 through 8-67. 

Comment No. 33-30: 

The Thresholds of Significance listed by the DEIR are not adequate under the CEQA Guidelines.  The 
DEIR lists only two Thresholds of Significance, i.e., violation of water quality standards or waste 
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discharge requirements and otherwise substantial degradation of water quality.  However, CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G lists five categories of water quality impacts that would be considered potentially 
significant.  Of particular relevance is Appendix G’s potential impact “c)”--substantial alteration of the 
existing drainage pattern of the site in a manner that would result in erosion or siltation.  The project 
significantly alters the drainage pattern on site but the DEIR does not discuss this drainage alteration’s 
impact on erosion and siltation.  By setting artificially lenient significance thresholds, the DEIR masks the 
project’s true impact on water quality. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the EIR includes all the relevant thresholds suggested by CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G.  In particular, the referenced threshold “c” is from Section VIII, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, of CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.  This threshold is discussed in the Draft EIR in Section III.D, 
Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology, on page III.D-7 and project impacts are assessed with respect to this 
threshold on page III.D-15.  The comment does not identify the other thresholds therefore no further 
response is required.  The project does not significantly alter drainage patterns – rather post-development 
flows are returned to pre-development rates and all drainage continues to be directed into Medea Creek as 
it is currently.  Furthermore, revised project substantially reduces impacts to drainages, compared to the 
previously proposed project (see Section II for further details).  Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR 
discusses drainage and the project’s impact on erosion and siltation in detail in Section III.D, Surface 
Water Runoff/Hydrology and Section III.E, Water Quality.  Lastly, the EIR does not set artificially 
lenient thresholds, rather the Draft EIR uses the applicable thresholds from Appendix G to the CEQA 
Guidelines.   

Comment No. 33-31: 

NOTE: We have attached to our comment letter a June 2004 Orange County Superior Court decision that 
discusses the impropriety of deferral in an EIR of analysis of water quality mitigation measures.  The 
decision holds, on page 2, that under CEQA, project applicants must identify specific mitigation measures 
that will be implemented pursuant to a SWPPP, and must discuss those mitigation measures’ efficacy and 
their own potential for environmental impacts.  The Triangle Ranch DEIR has not described, much less 
analyzed, the project’s SWPPP.  The DEIR thus presents an incomplete picture of the projects’ water 
quality impacts. 

Response: 

No attachment was received.  Nevertheless, see Topical Response No. 4. 

Comment No. 33-32: 

The DEIR states that the debris basin located near the cul-de-sac of Street “C” will intercept 
approximately 2,000 cubic yards of debris.  (DEIR, page III.E-19.)  However, this conclusion is based on 
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the assumption of proper maintenance by the Homeowner’s Association.  What measures will the project 
impose to ensure proper maintenance by the Homeowner’s Association of this and other water quality 
mitigation measures?  How effective will the debris basin be if it is not properly maintained? 

Response: 

Mitigation measures that address maintenance of drainage improvements are discussed in the Draft EIR 
on pages III.D-16 and 17.  They include: 

D-5 The project applicant/developer shall provide rights of entry and physical access to all required 
temporary or permanent debris basin sites to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works. 

D-6 To assure that common drainage facilities, landscape materials, irrigation systems and the 
privately-maintained open space lots are properly and adequately maintained, the applicant/developer 
shall record with the County Recorder, prior to the recordation of the Final Map, a declaration of 
covenants, conditions and restrictions to run with the land providing the following:  

1) The project’s homeowners’ association shall cause a yearly inspection to be made by a registered 
civil engineer of all onsite slope areas and drainage devices.  Any necessary maintenance and corrective 
measures shall be undertaken by the association.  Each future property owner shall automatically become 
a member of the association and shall automatically be subject to a proportionate share of the cost;  

D-8 The project applicant/developer shall inform all future owners of affected lots with drainage 
devices of their responsibility for the maintenance of the devices on their lots.  The future owner and all 
successors shall be presented with a copy of the drainage maintenance program for their lot.  Any 
amendment or modification that would defeat the obligation of said association as required hereinabove 
shall be approved in writing by Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. These mitigation 
measures are in place to ensure that the debris basin will be properly maintained.  

Comment No. 33-33: 

The DEIR states that 271.7 acres of the project site will remain open space and will be maintained by the 
homeowner’s association or a public agency.  (DEIR, page I-8.)  In order to ensure the proper 
maintenance of the remaining open space on the project site, it is necessary for the DEIR to specify how 
and by whom the open space will be maintained.  (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6, subds. (a), (b).) 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 10-3 

Comment No. 33-34: 
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The DEIR’s description of the scope of grading for the project is inadequate.  (See DEIR, page I-13; 
Revised Project Description, page 6.)  The revised project description identifies the maximum height of 
cut slopes and fill slopes.  However, it is unclear how many of the cut slopes and fill slopes will reach or 
approach this maximum height.  The DEIR states that the grading plan has been designed to concentrate 
grading on gentler slopes and minimize the alteration of natural landforms.  But the DEIR does not 
specify how the plan accomplishes theses goals.  In order for the Regional Planning Commission to make 
an informed decision on the project, the DEIR should disclose more detail about the extent and specific 
locations of grading. 

Response: 

The first part of the comment indicates that the DEIR’s description of the scope is inadequate but doesn’t 
provide any indication in what way it is inadequate.  Therefore, it is not possible to provide a specific 
response.  However, given the extensive amount of information regarding grading in the DEIR it is not 
clear why the description of the scope of the grading would be considered inadequate.  Specifically, the 
previously proposed grading design concept is discussed on page Pages I-12 and I-13; the extent of 
grading is graphically depicted on Figures I-5 and I-6.  Section III.A, Geotechnical Hazards – Grading, 
contains 18 pages of text and figures that specifically address grading from the perspective of related 
hazards.  Figures III.A-2A and III.A-2B provide details of the grading plan; Figure III.A-3 presents the 
cut and fill plan.  Impacts to biological resources related to the grading plan are discussed in Section III.F, 
at pages III.F-1 through III.F-49.  Impacts to visual qualities related to the grading plan are discussed in 
Section III.I, at pages III.I-1 through III.I-35.  Additionally, Technical Appendix  A in the Draft EIR 
contains three of the previous project’s geotechnical reports that specifically address grading and contain 
full size grading plans.  Each of these reports has been incorporated into the EIR by reference.   

The site plan for the revised project (see Figure FEIR-1 in Section II) indicates the extent of the necessary 
grading and the extent of all the manufactured slopes. 

With respect to how the revised project’s grading plan concentrates grading on gentler slopes and 
minimize the alteration of natural landforms, see Figure FEIR-3 in Section II, which shows the revised 
site plan with respect to the existing slope categories on the project site (i.e., 0-25%, 25-50% and +50% 
slopes). 

Comment No. 33-35: 

The DEIR states that a key component of the proposed project is the master landscape plan that would 
guide landscaping for the entire project.  (DEIR, pages I-14-15.)  However, the DEIR makes clear that the 
landscape plan has not yet been developed.  The public and other concerned municipalities and agencies 
are thus deprived of the opportunity to review the master landscape plan, a “key component” of the 
project.  A more definite description of the components of the landscape plan should be provided in the 
DEIR.  How much acreage will the landscape plan cover?  The landscape plan may impact the 
environment by altering natural habitat, impacting storm runoff, or affecting wildlife.  It is impossible for 
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the Planning Commission to review the environmental impacts of the landscape plan if no description of 
the landscape plan is provided. 

Response: 

The Design Guidelines are provided in Appendix K and the Landscape Plan is provided in Appendix L of 
this Final EIR.  Each of these documents has been incorporated by reference.  Their inclusion serves to 
clarify and amplify information presented in the DEIR, but does not result in the identification of any new 
significant impacts. 

Comment No. 33-36: 

The DEIR should include a description of the extent and the impact of the grading that will be required 
for the construction of the intersections at A Street/D Street/Kanan Road, and in the eastern portion of the 
property on the east side of Cornell Road. 

Response: 

The comment asks for additional information, but does not focus on the sufficiency of the EIR in 
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant 
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a).  Furthermore, 
the comments fails to explain the basis for the request for additional information, and does not provide 
any data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported 
by facts in support for the request for additional information ((CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c).  
Therefore, no response is required.  Nevertheless, the reader is referred to the site plan for the revised 
project (Figure FEIR-1 in Section II) which indicates the extent of the grading that will be required for the 
construction of the intersections at A Street/D Street/Kanan Road, and in the eastern portion of the 
property on the east side of Cornell Road. 

Comment No. 33-37: 

The DEIR states that the tentative tract map for this project has selected a site for a future 3 million-gallon 
water tank.  (DEIR, page I-18.)  The potential impacts of construction of this water tank should be 
analyzed now.  The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that a project’s impacts on 
future development be assessed when the project opens the way for future development and strongly 
influences the type of development that is possible.  City of Antioch v. City Council of the City of 
Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal.App.3d 1325, 1335.  The tentative tract map’s choice of the water tank site and 
easement for the road to the tank will commit the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District to a particular 
location for development.  The impacts of tanks and road construction on the environment, including 
scenic resources, open space, and wildlife resources should be analyzed now. 

Response: 
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See Response to Comment No. 8-19. 

Comment No. 33-38: 

The DEIR gives an insufficient analysis of the impacts from soil erosion during grading.  (DEIR, page 
III.A-15.)  The DEIR does not identify what type of best management practices (“BMPs”) will be used to 
mitigate erosion during grading or to what degree the erosion will be mitigated.  This issue is all the more 
significant in light of the EPA-promulgated Malibu Creek Watershed Nutrient Total Maximum Daily 
Load (“TMDL”).  No data is offered regarding the amounts of erosion that may occur, how erosion will 
effect water quality, and how much of this erosion will be mitigated by the BMPs.  It is impossible to 
make an informed decision on the project without more definite information about the potential impacts 
of erosion from grading and the mitigation measures that will reduce these impacts. 

Response: 

Section III.A of the Draft EIR addresses geotechnical hazards associated with the proposed grading. The 
water quality issues associated with soil erosion during grading is discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 
III.D., Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology and Section III.E., Water Quality. Section III.E includes 26 
mitigation measures to reduce water quality impacts; many of these measures are, in fact, BMPs.  With 
respect to the criticism that no data is offered regarding the amounts of erosion that may occur, how 
erosion will effect water quality, and how much of this erosion will be mitigated by the BMPs, please see 
Response to Comment 8-44. 

Comment No. 33-39: 

The DEIR offers an inadequate description of the impacts of ROG (reactive organic gases).  The DEIR 
first mentions ROG on page III.C-9, but mislabels this pollutant as ROC, which confuses the reader.  
Nowhere does the DEIR describe the harmful impacts of ROG emissions.  ROG is a precursor pollutant 
to ozone.  Los Angeles County is in extreme non-attainment for federal ozone standards and in non-
attainment for state ozone standards.  The Air Quality section on ozone should describe that ozone is a 
consequence of high ROG concentration.  ROG emissions are listed at page C-13 as being more than 
three times the daily limit during construction.  The DEIR states that a longer painting schedule will be 
used to spread out ROG emissions at Mitigation Measure C-18.  However, the DEIR does not state what 
level of ROG emissions will result from this and other mitigation measures.  Therefore, it is impossible to 
tell whether ROG emissions will exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, or the extent of mitigation. 

Response: 

The air quality analyses on Page III.C-5 of Section III.C of the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final 
EIR to add a discussion of ROG as a precursor pollutant to ozone (see Section III (Corrections and 
Additions) in this Final EIR).   
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The air quality analyses on Page III.C-6 of Section III.C of the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final 
EIR to add a discussion of the harmful impacts of the criteria pollutants on human health (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).   

The mislabeling of ROG as ROC on page III.C-9 of the Draft EIR has been has been changed in the Final 
EIR to ROG (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).   

The ROG emission shown in Table III.C-5 on page III.C-13 of the Draft EIR pertaining to “Finish 
Construction” has been modified and updated in the Final EIR to more accurately reflect the ROG 
emissions that would be obtained based on information provided in SCAQMD Rule 1113—Architectural 
Coatings, which limits the amount of ROG emission from water-based architectural coatings to 2.08 
pounds per gallon (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR).  To calculate the revised 
ROG emissions, the URBEMIS computer model’s default setting for architectural coating emissions were 
modified to reflect the ROG emission limitation of 2.08 pounds per gallon for water-based architectural 
coatings as well as the conservative assumption that 1 gallon of paint per 400 square feet would be used 
(see Appendix U for the URBEMIS worksheets).  This calculation produces an ROG emission for 
architectural coatings that is more realistic, as SCAQMD has openly acknowledged that the default 
settings for architectural coating emissions in URBEMIS are unrealistically high.  Additionally, the level 
of ROG emissions after an extension of the painting schedule (to 1.1 months) result in ROG emissions 
that are below the SCAQMD’s daily threshold have been quantified and are included in the Final EIR as 
follows:  

Emissions (pounds/day) 
 ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 
Finish Construction 
(w/o mitigation) 

75.31 0.3 7.72 0.0 0.1 

Finish Construction 
(w/ 1.1 months of 
coating application) 

68.52 0.3 7.72 0.0 0.1 

SCAQMD 
Threshold 

75 100 550 150 150 

Exceeds threshold 
with mitigation? 

No No No No No 

 

Lastly, Mitigation Measure C-18 on page III.C-18 of the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR to 
extend the architectural coating application period to 1.3 months  

Comment No. 33-40: 
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The project will implement a storm drain system for flows generated in open space.  (DEIR, page III.D-
8.)  The open space system will consist of system inlets and catch basins.  However, the DEIR does not 
clarify whether construction of the open space drainage system will have impacts to the environment 
separately from the construction of the residential development itself.  (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, 
subd, (a)(1)(D).) 

Response: 

Construction of the project’s storm drainage system is a component of the proposed project and has been 
assessed in the Draft EIR as such. There are no impacts associated with the storm drainage system that are 
separate from the project’s impacts.   

Comment No. 33-41: 

The DEIR inadequately describes the project’s impact on flood hazards.  (DEIR, page III.D-8.)  CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G, section VIII states that placing housing in 100-year flood hazard area is a 
significant impact.  The DEIR at D-8 and D-11 states that the 50-year inundation area has been delineated 
and a 50-foot flood hazard setback area beyond the area has been established.  This setback is based on 50 
yr flood and not 100 yr flood.  Thus the project may be placing housing in the 100 yr flood zone, a 
significant impact. 

The DEIR offers an insufficient analysis of impacts to waters of the United States.  (DEIR, page III.F-41.)  
The DEIR offers no explanation for its conclusion that grading and filling portions of federal waters is 
less than significant.  The revised project description notes that impacts to drainages D and M have been 
eliminated.  However, the DEIR still identifies impacts to federal waters in drainages B and E, and waters 
in drainage F.  On what basis is the conclusion made that filling these jurisdictional drainages will inflict 
a less than significant impact?  What thresholds of significance have been used for direct and for 
cumulative impacts?  

Response: 

With respect to the 100-year flood hazard area, see Response to Comment No. 8-34. 

With respect to drainages, please see Responses to Comment Nos. 8-85-6 and 10-10. 

Comment NO. 33-42: 

Over three-quarters of an acre of federally endangered Lyon’s Pentachaeta will be destroyed.  This is a 
significant impact.  Moreover, it is inconsistent with the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan 
(“SMMNAP”).  Policy IV-3d requires that new development not result in a net reduction in the number of 
listed plants.  The only mitigation measure listed for this impact is the preservation of the remaining 
populations of Lyon’s Pentachaeta, at III.F-45.  The DEIR and Revised Project Description do not state 
why the project could not entirely avoid impacts to Lyon’s Pentachaeta. 
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Response: 

The revised project will have no direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta (see Figure FEIR-5 in Section 
II).  Therefore impacts are less than significant.  With respect to Policy IV-3d, see Topical Response No. 
3.  The mitigation measures for impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta have been  provided in this Final EIR.  See 
Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-16, Section III, (Corrections and Additions) of this FEIR and Topical 
Response No. 6. 

Comment No. 33-43: 

The DEIR provides an insufficient analysis of impact to wildlife corridors, which are required to be 
preserved in a natural, undisturbed state.  The section on Wildlife Movement states that the project could 
interrupt east-west movement via Medea Creek and drainage B and could “potentially alter the behavior 
of wildlife now using the site for movement.  This would be considered a significant impact.”  (DEIR, 
page III.F-40.)  However, SEA Compatibility Criterion 3, at page III.F-43, states that wildlife corridors 
will be substantially retained in a natural, undisturbed state.  The DEIR should be clear about the project’s 
impacts on wildlife. 

Response: 

Please review Responses to Comment Nos. 2-12, 8-72, 10-9 and 10-15. 

Comment No. 33-44: 

Mitigation measure F-6 is not a mitigation measure for wildlife – it is a potentially significant impact.  
The potential impacts to wildlife from the use of chain-link fencing throughout the project should be 
analyzed in the DEIR.  Furthermore, the use of chain-link fencing throughout the project does not seem to 
be compatible with the area’s Rural Residential designation in the SMMNAP. 

Response: 

Mitigation Measure F-6 in the Draft EIR has been renumbered F-5 (see Section III. Corrections and 
Additions in this FEIR).  Renumbered Mitigation Measure F-5 is a mitigation measure for wildlife as it 
ensures project consistency with SEA Compatibility Criteria 4 (see Draft EIR, page III.F-43).  The 
purpose of this mitigation measure is to keep wildlife out of the developed areas and minimize human 
intrusion into conservation areas while allowing wildlife movement through the conservation areas and 
between the developed areas.  Chain-link is only one type of suggested fencing. 

Comment No. 33-45: 

As designed, the project has more of a suburban feel than rural, as is required by the SMMNAP.  A 
project with street lights, sidewalks, curbs and gutters is inappropriate for a SMMNAP-designated rural 
area. 
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Response: 

The first part of this comment expresses an opinion about the project and the North Area Plan, but does 
not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA. 

With respect to street lights, sidewalks, curbs and gutters, see Response to Comment No. 10-4. 

Comment No. 33-46: 

Again, the landscape master plan should be described in the DEIR.  The landscape plan will comprise a 
significant amount of the project area and will thus comprise a large part of the visual aspects of the 
project.  It is not possible to evaluate the visual impacts of the project if significant portions of the project 
such as the landscape master plan are not described in detail in the DEIR. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 33-35: 

Comment No. 33-47: 

The DEIR states that grading “would transform the complex terrain of the hillsides into more regular 
ordered patterns of horizontal planes.”  (DEIR, III.I-33.)  To avoid such impacts to the valuable visual 
resources unique to the Santa Monica Mountains the project should reduce the number of houses to be 
built, and avoid the proposed landform alteration as much as feasible. 

Response: 

As discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, the revised project reduces the number of homes to be build 
by 19.8% (from 81 to 61 homes) and reduces impacts to landforms by 43.6% (from 48.6 acres to 27.39 
acres). 

Comment No. 33-48: 

Lack of nighttime illumination is one of the most valuable resources in the Santa Monica Mountains.  
Every effort should be made to ensure that the project does not contribute to night sky illumination. 

The DEIR partially bases its conclusion that vehicle headlights impacts will be less that significant on its 
conclusion, at item 3), that the project consists of clusters of development with multiple roadways and 
entrances, hence vehicle movement would be disbursed rather than concentrated.  (DEIR, page III.J-6.)  
However, the project does not, in fact, consist of multiple entrances.  Each residential cluster will have 
only one entrance from the main roads.  Furthermore, each cluster is served primarily by one road.  The 
DEIR should be revised to accurately reflect the impacts of vehicle headlights. 
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Response: 

See Responses to Comment No. 8-94.  

Comment No. 33-49: 

The DEIR states that the project lighting will not make any material contribution to the already-present 
sky glow.  (DEIR, page III.J-9.)  However, the DEIR offers no evidence to support this conclusion.  The 
project as proposed will add significant amounts of street lighting to the area.  Additionally, each 
residence will have its own, individual illumination.  To assert that the project will make no material 
contribution to night sky illumination, without any evidence, deprives the Regional Planning Commission 
of the opportunity for meaningful evaluation of the project’s impacts.  Furthermore, by the logic of the 
DEIR, innumerable projects the size of the Triangle Ranch project could be developed without any impact 
to nighttime illumination.  This is obviously false. 

Response: 

See Responses to Comment No. 8-95.  

Comment No. 33-50: 

The DEIR’s conclusion that there will be no significant impact to nocturnal wildlife associated with the 
introduction of night lighting needs to be further substantiated.  (See DEIR, page III.J-10.)  The DEIR 
bases this conclusion partially on its statement that the project’s preservation of approximately 271.1 
(with the Revised Project Description, 282) acres would provide substantial habitat for light-sensitive 
species.  By doing so, the DEIR ignores the effect of loss of habitat due to lighting.  The DEIR’s apparent 
conclusion is that the remaining acreage will be enough for nocturnal wildlife is unsatisfactory and should 
be substantiated with actual studies and evidence relevant to affected species. 

Response: 

See Responses to Comment No. 8-96.  

Comment No. 33-51: 

The DEIR notes the Los Angeles County General Plan’s policy regarding Significant Ecological Areas 
(SEA’s): “to preserve and enhance, to the extent possible, SEAs for the benefit of present and future 
County residents;” “More intensive uses may be permitted within SEAs where it can be demonstrated by 
a detailed biotic survey and project analysis that the proposed development is highly compatible with the 
resource values present.” (DEIR, page III.K-3.)  The DEIR does not establish that the project is highly 
compatible with the resource values present, specifically the federally endangered Lyons Pentachaeta.  
The revised project description still indicates a loss of .77 acres of Lyons Pentachaeta habitat.  To destroy 
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an SEA’s resources is not highly compatible with the resource values.  The project must be re-designed to 
completely avoid any impact to this endangered species. 

Response: 

The revised project has no direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta.  In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service recently excluded the project site from critical habitat designated for the Lyon’s pentachaeta (see 
71 Fed. Reg. 66,374 (Nov. 14, 2006) and has found that the project would not jeopardize the continued 
existence of the species.  Please review Responses to Comment Nos. 2-12 and 10-9. 

Comment No. 33-52: 

DEIR Table III.K-1 further notes the project is inconsistent with the SMMNAP.  (DEIR, page III.K-14.)  
SMMNAP policy IV-3d requires that where plants listed as “special” or “of concern” are present, 
development shall not result in a net reduction in the number of these plants.  However, the project, as 
revised, will eradicate .77 acres of the federally endangered Lyon’s Pentachaeta.  No mitigation is put 
forth to avoid this significant adverse environmental impact.  The project should be re-designed to 
completely avoid any impact to this endangered species. 

Response: 

With respect to Lyon’s pentachaeta, see Topical Response No. 6.  With respect to consistency with the  
SMMNAP, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 33-53: 

Table III.K-1 states that the project is in “substantial conformance” with SMMNAP policy IV-9, which 
requires that new development projects be designed to protect significant natural features.  (DEIR, page 
III.K-14.)  Cut slopes up to 52.5 feet and fill slopes up to 40 feet are flat out inconsistent with this policy.  
Eliminating natural features does not protect them. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 2-21, 8-103 and 10-35 and Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 33-54: 

The DEIR states that the project will be in substantial conformance with SMMNAP policy IV-13, which 
requires that projects adapt to the natural hillside topography and protect ridgelines and natural appearing 
views from surrounding vantage points.  (DEIR, page III.K-15)  The amount of land form alteration 
associated with the project does not support of a finding of substantial conformance with this policy. 

Response: 
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See Response to Comment No. 2-21 and Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 33-55: 

The DEIR states that the project is in substantial conformance with SMMNAP policy IV-18.  (DEIR, 
page III.K-17.)  However, part of the DEIR’s basis for this conclusion is the implementation of the 
landscape master plan, which as noted, is not described in this DEIR.  Thus, evidence for this conclusion 
of conformity is lacking.  Furthermore, the DEIR does not indicate that the project will minimize the 
driveway lengths for the homes or will incorporate driveway sharing to reduce the construction of 
impermeable surfaces.  Either the evidence for the DEIR’s conclusion for this policy should be further 
explained, or the project’s inconsistency with this policy should be stated. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the analyses in the Draft EIR set forth the basic elements of the landscape plan 
in Section I, Project Description (pages I-12 through I-16); in Section III.F, Biological Resources 
(Mitigation Measure F-4, page III.F-46); and Section III.I, Visual Resources (Mitigation Measures I-1, 
page III.I-34).  Additionally, the Landscape Plan is included in Appendix L of this Final EIR. 

Also, see Response to Comment No. 2-21 and Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 33-56: 

The project seems to be inconsistent with SMMNAP policy VI-13.  (DEIR, page III.K-29.)  The project 
will utilize several types of suburban features, including curbs, sidewalks and gutters.  Several streams 
will be filled or diverted.  The project will add significant night lighting to the area. 

Response: 

With respect to SMMNAP policy VI-13, see Response to Comment No. 2-21 and Topical Response No. 
3.  With respect to suburban features, see Response to Comment 8-7.  With respect to night lighting, the 
analyses in the Draft EIR find that the implementation of Mitigation Measures J-1 through J-12 would 
reduce light impacts to a less than significant level.  Also, see Response to Comment No. 8-95. 

Comment No. 33-57: 

The DEIR states that the project is in substantial conformance with SEA Criterion 3.  (DEIR, page III.K-
39.)  However, this Criterion requires that wildlife corridors be preserved in a natural and undisturbed 
state.  How can this be so? 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 8-72 
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Comment No. 33-58: 

The DEIR states that the project will not “conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, regulation, 
etc…” (DEIR, III.K-45.)  How can this be?  The DEIR identifies numerous policies and plans with which 
the project is inconsistent.  An EIR is meant to give the decision-making agency an accurate evaluation of 
the project’s impacts on the environment.  Here, the DEIR is in conflict with itself regarding one of the 
project’s major environmental impacts.  The DEIR should be corrected to reflect the true impact of the 
project. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 2-21 and Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 33-59: 

The DEIR identifies many land use plans, policies and regulations with which the project is inconsistent.  
It seems therefore that the project, as currently designed, is inappropriate for this site.  The Planning 
Commission should require the project to be scaled down and re-designed so that the project is more 
consistent with the SMMNAP and other appropriate land use plans. 

Response: 

The revised project has been scaled down and re-designed.  See Response to Comment No. 2-21 and 
Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 33-60: 

The DEIR states that the LVMWD has stated that existing water facilities are adequate to serve the 
project. (DEIR, page III.M.1-3.)  This statement needs support.  The DEIR should elaborate on the 
existing water facilities in the LVWMD and how this project will affect those water facilities.  
Cumulative impacts on water supply cannot be disregarded. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment 8-122. 

Comment No. 33-61: 

It is not clear that the payment of fees pursuant to SB50 will fully mitigate impacts to schools (DEIR, 
page III.M.3-5.)  Though the State of California requires these fees for new developments, it does not 
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necessarily follow that the addition of 71 new homes, per the revised project description, will not result in 
the need for new schools. 

Response: 

Using the same student generation rates as were employed in the DEIR (see Table III.M.3-2), the revised 
project, which consists of 61 homes, would be expected to generate a maximum of 26 elementary school 
students, 14 middle school students and 26 high school students.  Twenty six students is the approximate 
equivalent of one elementary school classroom.  However, the 26 elementary school students would not 
all be housed in one classroom, but would be distributed through the grades K-5.  Consequently, there 
would be approximately four new students in any one elementary school grade.  It is unlikely that a 
rational argument could be made to build a new school to accommodate 4 additional students in one 
grade.  The same logic holds true for the 4 additional high school grades.  At the middle school level, the 
project would generate 14 students distributed amongst three grade levels.  Again, it is extremely unlikely 
that the addition of approximately 5 students (i.e. 4.67) would lead to the construction of a new school. 

Comment No. 33-62: 

On behalf of our clients, we submit that the DEIR as currently drafted is not adequate as an informational 
document and cannot form the basis for a decision regarding the true environmental impacts of the 
project.  We urge the Regional Planning Commission to require that the EIR be revised to more 
accurately reflect the project’s impacts.  We further urge the Commission to require the project applicant 
to redesign the project in conformance with the parameters of Alternative 4, as described in the DEIR. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the Triangle Ranch project. 

Response: 

With respect to the comment that the DEIR is not adequate, see Responses to Comment No. 33-1 through 
No. 33-61. With respect to re-circulation, see Topical Response No. 2.  As discussed in Section II of this 
Final EIR, the revise project has been redesigned in conformance with the parameters set forth by the 
Regional Planning Commission subsequent to their comments on Alternative 4.   
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Commenter: No. 34: William & Carol Foster. 5601 Foothills Dr., Agoura CA 90301, June 
22, 2006 

Note:  The following is a form letter handed in to the Regional Planning Commission during the public 
hearing held on June 28, 2006.  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the 
release of the Draft EIR for public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the 
“revised project design” consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the 
comments expressed in this letter address a previously proposed project, the responses provided herein 
have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.   An analysis of the environmental 
impacts associated with the revised 71-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR.  A list of all 
the additional signers of this form letter is provided at the beginning of this Section IV, following the list 
of individual commenters, and the list is repeated at the conclusion of this letter.  The response to each of 
the submitted form letters is the same as presented for this Comment Letter No. 34. 

Comment No. 34-1 

I am opposed to the latest plan for Triangle Ranch because it still has not addressed many of the concerns 
of the community, primary of which is that it is an urban development that would be imposed upon a rural 
area.  Specifically, the following community concerns have been neither explored nor solved in the most 
recent issuance of Design Guidelines and accompanying maps.  To the contrary, they have been ignored. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project has been designed specifically to respond to the concerns expressed by the 
Regional Planning Commission and staff, and public comments also.  See Section II of this Final EIR for 
a description of the revised project.  The Design Guidelines address architectural issues and landscaping.  
They are not intended to address traffic and safety, viewsheds, the North Area Plan, water quality and 
riparian habitat, endangered and threatened plant species, wildlife corridors, oak trees, parks and trails. 

Comment No. 34-2 

Traffic and Safety:  The two entrances from the west side of Kanan will establish an unsafe situation as 
most of the existing traffic will have to make a left turn across oncoming traffic to enter the northbound 
lane.  On weekends, beach traffic backs up as much as four miles from the freeway, making this turn 
virtually impossible.  Frustrated and desperate drivers cause accidents.  The south driveway, closest to the 
blind turn on Kanan, should be eliminated to reduce the additional danger due to lack of visibility.
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Response: 

The revised project does not create unsafe traffic conditions at project entrances.  The revised project 
complies with all County of Los Angeles line-of-sight requirements on Kanan Road.  The project design 
also provides roadway tapers (i.e. acceleration and deceleration lanes) at all project intersections with 
Kanan Cornell Roads. In addition, left turn pockets are provided at each project entrance to permit safe 
left-turns without interference with through traffic. The referenced south driveway has been eliminated in 
the revised project design.  With respect to weekend traffic impacts, see Response to Comment No. 8-
121. 

Comment No. 34-3 

Viewshed:  Kanan Road is an L.A. County designated scenic highway.  The developers have not yet 
addressed how their development will affect the viewshed of Ladyface Mountain.  The homes along 
Kanan and appearance of the retaining walls are of particular concern.   

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR contains an in-depth analysis of the project’s impacts on the 
Kanan Road and views of Ladyface Mountain (see Draft EIR, Section III.I, Visual Qualities, pages III.I-1 
through III.I-35).  Additional perspective sketches for the revised 61-lot project are included in Section II 
of this Final EIR (see Figures FEIR-8 through FEIR-14). Furthermore, computer simulations and scenic 
cross-sections of the revised project are provided in Appendix T of this Final EIR.  Also, the project’s 
Design Guidelines and Landscape Plan are included in Appendix K and Appendix L of this Final EIR, 
respectively.   

Comment No. 34-4 

North Area Plan:  Contrary to the NAP, this is still an urban development in a rural setting.  The lots are 
small for the area and the houses will be lined up ticky-tacky style along suburban streets.  Because this 
subdivision does not follow natural landforms, it will require extensive grading and towering retaining 
walls. 

Response: 

With respect to consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 34-5 

Water Quality and Riparian Habitat:  The ten homes along Medea Creek will adversely affect water 
quality because any chemicals used in these yards will drain directly into the creek, and riparian habitat, 
which normally filters pollutants, will be greatly diminished as a result of clearing 200’ from each 
structure as required by the Fire Department. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-277 

 

Response: 

The analyses in the Draft EIR (see Section III.E, Water Quality) concluded that the combination of the 
project features, including the master landscape plan, and Mitigation Measures E-1 through E-26 would 
be sufficient to reduce water quality impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Also, see Topical Response 
No. 4. 

The Los Angeles County Fire Department approved fuel modification plan zone for the revised project is 
shown in Appendix M of this Final EIR.  To establish criteria to address the concern raised in this 
comment Mitigation Measure F-3 on page III.F-46 in the Draft EIR has been changed and renumbered in 
Section III (Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR, as Mitigation Measure F-2. 

Comment No. 34-6 

Endangered and Threatened Plant Species: Much of this property is an SEA because of Lyons 
pentachaeta and Dudleya cymosa ovatifolia. There are several other unusual plants, as well as a lichen 
species that has only been found in a couple of other locations in the whole country.  Will garden plants 
from the new homes escape and crowd out the natives?  Fire Department regulation clearing will result in 
much of the Lyons pentachaeta on the west side of Kanan being exterminated.  How can this be 
acceptable? 

Response: 

The revised project avoids all direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and to the dudleya.  Indirect impacts 
due to fuel modification and the project are mitigated to a less than significant level by the 
implementation of the Habitat Management Plan, Fuel Modification Plan and other mitigation measures 
(see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-17, Section III, Corrections and Additions).  The project 
has no impact to any other listed plant species.  The landscape plan prohibits the planting of invasive non-
native species.  With respect to fuel modification, see Response to Comment No. 34-5. 

Comment No. 34-7 

Oak Trees:  Adequate protection of the existing Heritage Oaks has not yet been achieved.  The northern 
driveways off Kanan Road could easily be realigned to save additional oak trees. 

Response: 

The comment does not define what would constitute adequate protection. However, the revised project 
has redesigned Proposed Street “D”.  As a result of the new design, fewer oak trees are affected.  The 
revised project will remove 17 oak trees, of which 2 are heritage trees.  In comparison, the previously 
proposed project would have removed 18 oak trees of which 4 were heritage trees. 
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Comment No. 34-8 

Animals/Wildlife Corridors:  The developer has not submitted a plan to show how the wildlife corridors 
will be protected.  This property is adjacent to the Abrams property (now owned by the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy), widely viewed as a corridor into the central portion of the mountains from the 
Liberty Canyon underpass, which provides about the only freeway crossing in the Santa Monica 
Mountains for wildlife from the north side of the freeway to the south. 

Response: 

The project is in substantial conformance with SEA Compatibility Criterion 3 because it is designed to 
limit impacts on wildlife corridors and leave such corridors in an undisturbed and natural state.  As 
explained in the DEIR, Medea Creek will remain intact following project implementation (see page III.F-
43).  In addition, the proposed project will retain a buffer of varying width along either side of Medea 
Creek; the proposed lots will be separated topographically from the Creek; and Mitigation Measure F-8, 
as well as Mitigation Measures J-1 through J-12, regarding lighting will ensure that lots proximate to the 
Creek will limit impacts on the Creek and wildlife therein.  Furthermore, as explained in the DEIR, 
existing habitat connections to the south of the project site would remain largely unaffected by the project 
(see page III.F-43).  Although wildlife movement corridors are being left in an undisturbed and natural 
state, the DEIR acknowledges the possibility of spillover (that is, indirect) effects from the proposed 
project (see page III. F-44).  The mitigation measures imposed will reduce the extent of such effects to 
less than significant levels.   

Comment No. 34-9 

Parks and Trails:  Triangle Ranch is either adjacent or contiguous with several publicly owned properties.  
If this property is not sensitively developed, it will diminish the value of the public investment in the 
mountains.  A large section of the Simi to the Sea (aka Zuma Ridge Trail) transverses the project site 
from north to south.  It is important that trail protection be a condition of any approval. 

Response: 

With respect to the Zuma Ridge Trail, see Topical Response No. 7. 

Comment No. 34-10 

Because Triangle Ranch is at the Kanan Road entrance into the heart of the Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area, the developer has a very special responsibility to create a subdivision that will 
make a statement to passing motorists and community residents that, since they left the City of Agoura 
Hills behind, they have entered into a different zone.  Sage Community has yet to accomplish this.  Please 
keep it foremost in your minds as review this application. 

Response: 
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This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

The following persons submitted a signed copy of this form letter in opposition to the proposed project 
(see Appendix I-7).  See Comment Letter No. 34, above, for responses to this form letter. 

• Mary Altmann, 1857 Lookout Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Arthur Arwin, address illegible 

• Robert Baron, 4145 Cornell Rd., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Cecilia Bebek, 30804 Calaise Ct., Westlake Village, CA 91362 

• Fred Berkeley, 4165 Cornell Rd., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Jere Berkeley, 4165 Cornell Rd., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Donna Ebue Chamasmany, 28821 Wagon Rd, Agoura Hills, CA 90301 

• Cyril Cianflone, 29042 Silver Creek Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Dan Comins, 6355 Topanga Cyn Blvd. #225, Woodland Hills, CA 91364 

• Paul Culberg, 32063 Lobo Cny Rd, Agoura CA 91301 

• Donna Flint, 5552 Colodny Dr., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Elizabeth French, 24328 Bridle Trail Rd, Hidden Hills, CA 91302 

• Dena Feingold, 30100 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Rodd Feingold, 30100 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Ira Friedman, 4011 Cornell Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Nicole Friedman, 4011 Cornell Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Serena Friedman, 28705 Wagon Rd., Agoura, CA 91307 

• Peter Greenwood, 1936 Flathead Trail, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Houri Kharazi Greko, 2240 Cornell Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Karla Halseth, 3737 Medea Creek Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Thor Halseth, 3737 Medea Creek Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Michael Hart, 2090 East Lakeshore Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Nova Hedrick, 29395 Lake Vista Dr., Malibou Lake, CA 91301 

• Richard Henkel, 1755 Lookout Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Carol Henry, 29068 Lake Dr, Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Arthur Hurt, 29480 Lake Vista Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-280 

• Carol Hurt, 29480 Lake Vista Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Nan Kane, 2344 Laguna Circle, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Walter Kelly, 28944 Crags Dr, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Bill Krebs, 28913 Medea Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Dayna Krebs, 28913 Medea Rd, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Madeline Krpan, 30804 Calaise Ct., Westlake Village, CA 91364 

• Margaret Krpan, 30804 Calaise Ct., Westlake Village, CA 91364 

• Jaime Massly, 29711 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura, CA 91301 

• John Massur, 29711 Mulholland Hwy, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Cythia Maxwell, 24875 Mulholland Hwy, Calabasas, CA 91302 

• Bill Ouellette, 4351 Cornell Rd., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Suzie Ouellette, 4351 Cornell Rd., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Debby Pattiz, 29136 Crags Dr., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Robert Paulser, 4359 Cornell Rd., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Anotz Plessner, 2057 Lookout Dr, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Elizabeth Ralser, 29209 Circle Drive, Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Pamela Rinaldi, 30473 Mulholland, #190, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Carlos Rocha, 3700 Cornell Road, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Sarah Savedra, 30473-114 Mulholland Highway, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Steve Shimek, 29071 Lake Vista Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Scott Smart, 29068 Lake Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• John W. Sneddon, 6355 Topanga Canyon Blvd. #225, Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

• Penelope Suess, 30413 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Collette Swan, 29050 Lake Dr., Agoura, CA 91301 

• Tarrish Todd, 4359 Cornell Rd., Agoura Hills, CA 91301 

• Chester Yabitsu, 29438 Mulholland Hwy, Agoura, CA 91301 

• Joan Yabitsu, 29438 Mulholland Hwy, Agoura, CA 91301 
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Commenter No. 35 Richard B. Silverman 14 Coleytown Road    
Westport, CT 06880, June 20, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 35-1: 

I am writing you to urge approval of the above tract map CUP #97-178-3 and the Oak Tree Permit on 
June 28, 2006 when your commission hears this project for the third time. 

The project fits with the North Area Plan, the hillside ordinance and the surrounding community.  We 
have waited years for approvals, and we feel the plan is now at a point where we can be proud to leave 
85% of the land for public use. 

Triangle Ranch demonstrates that the need for new housing and the values we hold for preserving the 
environment and open space can be successfully integrated. 

The planned housing is now far from the two hundred considered many years ago.  Under the leadership 
of the Moran and Whizin families, the majority of the land will remain untouched. 

We want this to move this forward, and we urge your approval on June 28th. 

On a personal note beyond what was suggested that I write to you.  I want you to know that my father 
invested in this property well over 30 years ago.  He passed away at age 74 and my mother lived until the 
age of 99 and this issue and return on this investment has still not be resolved over all of this time.  My 
two sisters and I have are now the investors and I am the youngest at age 64.  I believe it is about time 
that my family earns something significant from this investment. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter: No. 36 Elizabeth French, 24328 Bridle Trail Road, Hidden Hills, CA 
91302, June 27, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address a previously proposed 61-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses provided 
herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 36-1 

This letter specifically deals with concerns regarding the addition of Street E and lots 49-60.  The above 
revision of the project should not be approved at this time.  In many cases it is inconsistent with the 
commissioners directive to the applicant to avoid sensitive species.  The EIR itself does not include 
information that adequately describes this new extension of the terms of impacts on water quality, 
sensitive species, wildlife corridors, traffic and general plan consistency. 

Response: 

The project has been revised since these comments were made; the referenced Street E and Lots 49-60 
were features of a previously site plan and have been redesigned in the currently proposed 61-lot project.  
Water quality impacts are addressed in the Draft EIR in Section III.E.  Additionally, specific water quality 
comments as they pertain to the 61-lot project are addressed in Responses to Comment Nos. 8-41 through 
8-67.  Also, see Topical Response No. 4. 

With respect to sensitive species, see Topical Response No. 6. 

With respect to wildlife corridors, see Topical Response No.8. 

Traffic is discussed in the Draft EIR in Section III.L.  Also, see Responses to Comments 8-121, 10-45 and 
10-46. 

With respect to NAP consistency, see Topical Response No. 3.  

Comment No. 36-2 

According to DEIR Figure III lots 50 and 51 lie directly over a population of Santa Monica Mountains 
Dudleya (Federally Threatened 1997) and Linear-Leaved Goldenbush.  Staff has recommended that 
Landscape Lot 73 be eliminated due to impacts on the northerly population of this dudleya.  For the same 
reason lots 50 and 51 should be eliminated.  In addition lots 49 and 52 must be eliminated to provide 
adequate buffers to protect the dudleya as outlined in the USFWS Recover Plan of 1999 previously 
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submitted to this commission for review.  The Santa Monica Dudleya exists in only 8 sites and totals less 
than 2000 individuals (UFWS Recovery Plan 1999). 

Response: 

The revised project design avoids all impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and to the Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya.  Indirect impacts due to the project and the fuel modification zone are mitigated to a less than 
significant level by the implementation of the Habitat Management Plan, Fuel Modification Plan and 
other mitigation measures (see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-16, (Section III, Corrections 
and Additions).Please review Responses to Comment Nos. 4-9, 10-9 and 39-2.  

Comment No. 36-3 

Lyons pentachaeta populations to the south and west of lots 58, 59, and 60 are as little as 50 feet away 
from property lines.  These lots are too close to this sensitive endangered species.  The federal recover 
plan previously submitted to the commission discusses the critical need for adequate buffers to protect the 
species and the risk that fuel modification requirements holds for the extirpation of the species.  The 
USFWS recovery Plan off 1999 describes an instance where the recommended 200 foot buffer was 
disturbed during fuel modification activity to within 100 feet of the lyons pentachaeta population in the 
Lake Sherwood area and the subsequent infiltration of more competitive weeds and grasses led to the loss 
of the lyons pent pop on the site.  A 200 foot buffer is necessary even if it results in the removal of lots 
58-60. 

Response: 

Please review Topical Response No. 6 and Responses to Comment No. 10-12. Because the Habitat 
Management Plan and the Fuel Modification Plan are linked, the issues raised in this comment are 
addressed.   

Comment No. 36-4 

The DEIR does not adequately address the potential impacts of the addition of lots 49-60.  The DEIR 
never addressed impacts in this area of the potential project site. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 36-1. 

Comment No. 36-5 

Water Quality:  Drainages C and F are affected where they were not affected in original 81 home 
application.  These effects need to be addressed prior to approval of lots 49-60. 
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Response: 

Drainage C would not be affected by the revised 61-lot project, with the exception of the last 250 feet at 
its downstream end. 

Drainage F is not impacted except at the drainage culvert passing under Kanan Road (last 80 feet).  
Drainages F-1 and F-2 remain uninterrupted drainages.          

Comment No. 36-6 

Grading:  There are at least two issues regarding grading are important and not discussed in the DEIR 
with relation to lots 49-60.  The creation of lots 49-60 requires the filling of a canyon which is currently 
below street level.  The fill required for this is going to have to come from either the more northerly 
sections of the development along Kanan Road or may come from as far away as the Cornell section of 
the project.  The developer estimates that grading will take 6-8 months.  Due to the sensitive species on 
site no matter where the dirt comes from sections of Kanan and/or Cornell road will have to be used to 
haul that dirt.  While technically within the project boundaries the results on the community will be 
significant.  Kanan is a 45 mph road and a connecting road from the 101 to PCH.  The impact of this large 
vehicle traffic on traffic congestion and safety is never addressed in the DEIR.  We don’t even have firm 
numbers on how much dirt will be required to fill in the canyon. 

Response: 

The “fill” referenced in the comment is either the low lying area on the west side of Kanan near Lots 24 
thru 26 (south of the disturbed area) or the other existing valley-type area that was previously proposed 
prior to the elimination of Lots 45 thru 47. These are the only larger areas of fill:  other areas are proposed 
along the north boundary and in slivers along Kanan Road.  As discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, 
the total quantity of earthwork under the revised project design is approximately 308,500 cubic yards of 
excavation and 309,200 cubic yards of fill.  This is approximately 189,921 cubic yards of excavation less 
than required by the previously proposed project. The revised project will only required 700 cubic yards 
of import.  Table FEIR-4 provides a summary comparison of the grading footprints and earthwork 
quantities under the revised project and the previously proposed project. Since the grading operation will 
require the movement of some cut and fill from one portion of the project site to another, the project 
would utilize flagmen to control traffic in order to facilitate trucks movements.  While this may be 
experienced as a nuisance by some members of the community, it is not considered a significant traffic 
impact since the construction period would be temporary and intermittent. 

Comment No. 36-7 

In addition, lots 58-60 as currently designed are so close to populations of lyons pentachaeta that 
disturbance and damage to these populations during the grading process is virtually assured even if it is 
not the intent of the applicant.  Again, this is not addressed in the DEIR. 
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Response: 

See Topical Response No. 6. 

Comment No. 36-8 

Wildlife Corridors/Movement:  The addition of the strip lots 49-60 cuts off any possibility for wildlife 
movement from the west to the east of Kanan.  Such movement is desirable as it allows for habitat 
connection between Ladyface Mountain Open Space areas to the west and the Liberty Canyon Wildlife 
Corridor to the east.  Currently, this is the only area of undeveloped land within the Medea Valley with 
such a clear connection to the Liberty Canyon Wildlife Corridor, which crosses the 101 freeway and 
allows for wildlife movement along the entire range. 

Response: 

Please review Topical Response No. 8 and Response to Comment No. 8-72. 

Comment No. 36-9 

With the addition of lots 49-60 several known wildlife corridors particularly the culverts under Kanan 
road will be lost.  Testimony has been provided to the commission regarding the importance of these links 
to wildlife (coyotes, bobcats, raccoons, deer) from the Ladyface side of Kanan who use them to access the 
perennial Medea Creek.  The applicant has never done a thorough study of wildlife movement on site as 
requested.  In the absence of such a study the anecdotal evidence is all we have.  The applicant incorrectly 
assumes that wildlife movement will not be impaired by the addition of the new lots.  This is an 
irresponsible conclusion.  Simply because the applicant has chosen not to study the issue does not mean it 
does not exist as a significant adverse impact.  Again it needs to be addressed prior to certification of the 
EIR. 

I respectfully request that the Commission eliminate lots 49-52 and 58-60 for the reasons stated above and 
postpone the decision regarding lots 53-57 until the above questions can be answered. 

Response: 

Please review Response to Comment No. 8-72 through 8-79.  With respect to the study of wildlife on the 
project site, see Response to Comment 45-3.  
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Commenter: No. 37   Pat Henkel, Malibou Lake, June 27, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site. The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 37-1 

My name is Pat Henkel, and I live in Malibou Lake for the past fourteen years.  We purchase land and 
built our home over looking Malibu State Park.  We followed every requirement you placed before us as 
well as Costal.  Our main concern was to keep this view as God made it.  I have served as President of our 
Home Owners Association in the past and now I have rejoined the board once again. 

I’m writing this letter to ask you to take a closer look at the plan of Triangle Ranch.  The amount of home 
still on the plan is far too many for our community.  I would like to see it stay the way it is now but 
progress must go on.  If you let this sixty-six homes go through it would be such a shame.  Land owners 
have the right to build but need to do so with preserving the beauty of the land.  Once it is gone it is gone 
forever. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 37-2 

Some fact I hope you will take a look at: 

In the past month I have witness three accidents on Cornell Rd.  One of these accidents were fatal.  Do 
your math sixty-six home times two or three cars on Cornell. 

The amount of bike riders on this road during the weekend are very high. 

The animals and wildlife that cross our beautiful mountains need to be protected.  They can’t speak for 
themselves. 

Last of all developers will build and be gone, but we the homeowners will still be here. Please help us to 
keep this piece of heaven for all to enjoy. 
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Response: 

The revised project does not create unsafe traffic conditions at project entrances.  To mitigate a potential 
line-of-sight problem for southbound traffic on Cornell Road at the F Street intersection, the project 
provides roadway restriping and a left turn pocket to prevent conflicts with through traffic.  In addition, 
the provision of a stripped left-turn median also improves fire fighting vehicles’ left turns into and out of 
Fire Station No.65.  The project design also provides roadway tapers (i.e. acceleration and deceleration 
lanes) at the intersection.  
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Commenter No. 38: Nick Noxon, Cornell Preservation Organization, June 27, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site. The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 38-1 

The Cornell Preservation Organization met several times with the developer of the project to discuss the 
potential for design guidelines which would further the projects attempts to be consistent with the North 
Area Plan.  We included in our comments and written suggestions to the developer guidelines, which 
would minimize impacts to the surrounding natural area.  Community concern and suggestions were by 
and large ignored.  Instead we received, less than a week ago, a document which was originally developed 
for another project and went as far to discuss views from the golf courses in said development. 

Response: 

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Comment No. 38-2 

Unpaid community members spent hours in these meetings and outside meetings with community 
members and leading land use experts and open space advocates in the community in an attempt to find a 
way to create a win-win situation.  Below please find a list of design guidelines we proposed, many of 
which are applied in other parts of the county such as the Mulholland Scenic Corridor and are NOT 
included in the developers design guidelines.  The applicant design guidelines include color and material 
palettes which are wholly inconsistent with the purpose of the guidelines—to blend with the natural and 
rural surrounding environment. 

Response: 

The selection of color guidelines involves subjective judgments about appropriateness.  While some 
commenters may not approve of the developer’s guidelines, others may be attracted to them and wish to 
buy the proposed homes.  This disagreement cannot be resolved by this Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151).  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 38-3 

To illustrate the woeful inadequacy of the document please consider the following, the project will be 
surrounded by open space on all sides, in some cases as many as multiple hundreds of acres, and yet 
while the design guidelines dedicate almost a full two pages to ‘garage design’ there is no night skies 
provisions mentioned anywhere in the document.  In another example, red tile roofs and bright white 
stucco are included in the color palettes which would result in a glaring disturbance to the natural 
environment. 

Response: 

The commenter is correct that the Design Guidelines, which address architectural design (see Appendix 
K), do not address night sky provisions.  However, the analyses in the Draft EIR address the night sky in 
detail (see Draft EIR, Section III.J, and Mitigation Measures J-1 through J-12).  The analyses in the Draft 
EIR conclude the project’s impacts, with respect to night sky impacts, would be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

Regarding red tile roofs and white stucco, see Response to Comment No. 38-2. 

Comment No. 38-4 

The applicant came before this commission and stated that they were voluntarily engaging in discussions 
with community leaders to address design and compatibility issues.  Meetings occurred and suggestions 
were made but these suggestions were not included in the Draft Design Guidelines you have before you.   

We were given our first and only Design Guideline draft to review less than a week ago and respectfully 
request that the commission include the following glaring omissions as additional meetings with the 
applicant prior to this hearing were not possible.  The additions of the attached design guidelines would 
address some of the concerns raised by the commission during the last hearing and in the most recent staff 
report.  Of particular concern to us is the current Design Guidelines omission of our comments regarding 
building heights along Kanan and Cornell road, and the fuel modification plans for the project.  
Specifically we suggested building height guidelines consistent with guidelines adopted by rural 
communities in the surrounding area (Old Agoura, The City of Hidden Hills, the Mulholland Scenic 
Corridor): 

On lots within the first 100 feet to Kanan or Cornell Roads, the height of any building or structure which 
is visible from Kanan or Cornell Road shall not exceed 15 feet above finished grade. (source: City of 
Calabasas: Mulholland Scenic Corridor Ordinance) 

Building heights shall not exceed twenty-six (26’).  The building height of auxiliary buildings (barns, 
stables, garages, guest houses, pool houses etc) shall not be exceeded by eighteen feet (18’).  (source: City 
of Hidden Hills) 
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Final building heights shall be certified from all elevations. 

The outline of the second floor including all projections, chimneys etc shall not exceed 40% of the first 
floor footprint including attached garages, covered porches, breezeways etc.  Any portion of the building 
with finished ridgelines over 18 feet (18’) shall be considered part of the second story.  (source: City of 
Hidden Hills) 

Upper floor levels on multi-story buildings should be stepped back from their base on all sides where 
possibly but certainly wherever the structure is visible outside the project footprint (source: City of 
Hidden Hills) 

Fuel modification plans for ALL lots shall be included in the CC&R’s and administered by the HOA.  
The fuel modification plan will be implemented via a CUP, which must be renewed every 5 years after 
passing inspection by an LA County approved inspector at the HOA’s expense.  The fuel modification 
plan will include desired as well as prohibited plant materials.  To modify the fuel modification plan the 
HOA must petition the county to modify the CUP. 

Response: 

The suggestions are acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for 
their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 38-5 

Triangle Ranch Design Standards Consensus for Cornell  

Corridor/Medea Valley Communities 

 

General comments about existing project design and footprint: 

The area under Ladyface 

Suburban tract style housing at the Gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains will continue urban sprawl 
into the unincorporated area 

Viewshed along Kanan 

Unnatural and overly uniform grading 

No Landscape plan presented 

The area between Cornell and Kanan Road 

Viewshed impacts 

Grading, brushclearing and runoff into Medea Creek 

Loss of the habitat linkages under Kanan 

Brushclearing within the Riparian habitat 
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The area to the East of Cornell Road 

Concern about the knoll being removed 

Unnatural ‘tiering’ of the hillside 

Introduction of more competitive plant species in the area, which would lead to reduction of lyons 
pentachaeta population  

 

Design Standard Suggestions 

 

Grading under Ladyface is too uniform and creates an unnatural appearance, with building pads rising a 
uniform 10 feet per pad as they rise into the foot of the mountain.  This needs to be more varied. 

All grading shall be contour grading gently sculpted and softened to blend with the natural contours, and 
landscaped with environmentally appropriate trees and shrubs. 

All manufactured beams shall incorporate grading techniques which emphasize and enhance a natural 
condition.  Manufactured slopes shall consist of undulating contours of various slope ratios.  Use of 
boulders and other native rock material is most desirable. 

Each structure should have a minimum of 3 textured materials with no one material comprising more than 
50% of the overall material used.  Suitable materials include: natural rock, slate, tile, brick, wood, wood 
siding and minimal amounts of stucco. 

No structure exposure should be permitted to have a wall comprised completely of stucco or similarly 
reflective material unless it can be demonstrated that said exposure is not visible from any point outside 
the development footprint.  No structure visible outside of the development footprint shall have a large 
straight, blank facade. 

Exterior treatments characterized by an overly bright shiny, reflective or artificial appearance shall not be 
permitted. 

Earthtones must be used on all development within the project.  Earthtones should be defined as a palette 
that is warm, rich and complimentary to the existing natural environment during it’s driest points of the 
year (Summer and early Fall).  This palette should be included with the landscape plan. 

Roofs shall be comprised of a heavy coarse texture and mottled medium dark (gray, brown or blend of 
these), non glare material.  No obtrusive equipment shall be placed on roofs.  No red tile roofs. 

The roofs of buildings constructed on sloping land shall be parallel to the natural topography in order to 
protect line-of-sight within the view corridor.  Projecting elements above roof lines shall be minimized 
and shall be integrated into the structure’s overall design. 

Building heights shall not exceed twenty-six (26’).  The building height of auxilary buildings (barns, 
stables, garages, guest houses, pool houses etc) shall not be exceeded by eighteen feet (18’).   

Certification of final building heights from all elevations. 
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The outline of the second floor including all projections, chimneys etc shall not exceed 40% of the first 
floor footprint including attached garages, covered porches, breezeways etc.  Any portion of the building 
with finished ridgelines over 18 feet (18’) shall be considered part of the second story.   

Upper floor levels on multi-story buildings should be stepped back from their base on all sides where 
possibly but certainly wherever the structure is visible outside the project footprint. 

The color of the fences and walls shall blend in with the natural environment. 

All fences, gates and walls visible from Kanan or Cornell Road shall be constructed of the following 
materials: rough cut, unfinished wood, native type stone, textured plaster surface walls.  Chainlink is 
discouraged and where used it must be black or dark green.  A combination of materials is encouraged. 

Vines and/or other clinging plant material shall be used to visually accent walls and fences where space 
may preclude the use of larger plants. 

On lots within the first 100 feet adjacent to Kanan and Cornell Roads, the height of any building or 
structure which is visible from Kanan or Cornell Road shall not exceed 15 feet above finished grade. 

Fuel modification plans for ALL lots shall be included in the CC&R’s and administered by the HOA.  
The fuel modification plan will be implemented via a CUP, which must be renewed every 5 years after 
passing inspection by an LA County approved inspector at the HOA’s expense.  The fuel modification 
plan will include desired as well as prohibited plant materials.  To modify the fuel modification plan the 
HOA must petition the county to modify the CUP. 

Replacement trees.  Native trees, including oak trees, which care removed shall be replaced with the same 
type of tree according to the following replacement schedule: 

Oaks – 36 inch box (2 for 1 replacement) 

All other – 15 gallon (2 for 1 replacement) 

 

Response: 

The comment expresses opinions about the project and offers a list of conditions of approval, but does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 39:  Woody Smeck, Superintendent, United States Department of 
Interior, National Park Service, Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area, 401 West Hillcrest Drive, 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360, June 27, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site. The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 39-1 

Overall, we continue to recommend the project be redesigned to further reduce biological and visual 
impacts. The current 61-lot proposal would still have significant impacts on resources deemed critical to 
the integrity of the national recreation area.  

Response: 

This comment is acknowledged.  The project has been further redesigned to avoid previously identified 
significant impacts. Revised project impacts to biological resources have been reduced to a less than 
significant level, with the exception of the loss of habitat, which remains an unavoidable and significant 
effect of development.  Impacts to visual qualities have also been reduced to the extent possible.  
However, the conversion of the site’s hillsides to a residential setting remains an unavoidable and 
significant effect of development.      

Comment No. 39-2 

We concur with the staff report recommendation to redesign the project to avoid impacts to the two 
species. While we appreciate the applicant's effort to reduce the project's impacts, the revised project 
continues to directly intrude into known locations of Lyon's pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii) and Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. marcescens).  

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project design avoids all impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and to the Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya. Indirect impacts due to the project and the fuel modification zone are mitigated to a 
less than significant level by the implementation of the Habitat Management Plan, Fuel Modification Plan 
and other mitigation measures (see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-16, Section III, 
Corrections and Additions).  Please review Responses to Comment Nos. 45-9 and 10-16. 

Comment No. 39-3 
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We also concur with the staff’s recommendation to include an updated fuel modification plan with the 
required CUP Design Guidelines. In addition to modifying the project to avoid direct impacts to the T&E 
species, the project should be designed to avoid indirect impacts from fuel modification. A buffer of at 
least 200 feet should be drawn out from the edge of all T&E populations to protect the plants from human 
intrusion, whether caused by residential activities, road access, or fuel modification.  

Response: 

This comment is acknowledged, but the County disagrees. Adequate mitigation measures have been 
developed to minimize indirect impacts and protect the conservation open space from human intrusion.  
In particular, Mitigation Measure F-3 in the Draft EIR has been renumbered as Mitigation Measure F-2 
(see Section III, Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR.  Renumbered Mitigation Measure F-2 was 
revised to provide adequate protections to sensitive species found in the fuel modification zone. A 
preliminary Fuel Modification Plan consisted with this mitigation measure is included.   

Comment No. 39-4 

We also recommend either eliminating the ten lots between Kanan and Cornell Roads, or at minimum, 
working with the Fire Department to reduce the fuel modification requirements for the lots. Fuel 
modification associated with the proposed ten lots will extend into the riparian area of Medea Creek. 
Removal of the native vegetation causes loss of shelter, nesting, and foraging habitat for a variety of bird 
species.  

Response: 

This comment is acknowledged, but the County disagrees regarding the need to eliminating the ten lots 
between Kanan and Cornell Roads. Mitigation measure F-2 (formerly mitigation measure F-3) was 
revised to provide adequate protections to the riparian habitat within the fuel modification zone.  See 
Response to Comment No. 39-3. 

Comment No. 39-5 

We recommend the Commission consider reducing the project's density according to draft EIR 
Alternative 4, the 44-lot proposal, in order to significantly reduce the project's visual impacts. Visitors 
passing through this SMMNRA gateway area enjoy unobstructed sweeping views from the base to the top 
of Ladyface Mountain when traversing Kanan Road. Visitors generally travel Cornell Road when coming 
to visit Paramount Ranch, and they currently enjoy the rustic setting along the road, with wide views of 
open space east of Cornell. Paramount Ranch is a heavily visited park site. For many visitors, it is their 
first introduction to the Santa Monica Mountains. In addition, the ranch is an active filming venue, often 
sought for views that free film makers from signs of the current time era.  

Response: 
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This comment expresses opinions about the project design, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, see Response to 
Comment 2-12, comparing the proposed project to Alternative 4.  

 Comment No. 39-6 

The current project, while reducing the height of the manufactured slope and retaining wall in the SEA, 
still indicates significant alteration of the natural landscape to accommodate development, resulting in 
negative visual impacts. The 71-lot project description states that pad elevations will be reduced by five to 
23 feet on the west side of Kanan Road, and six to eleven feet on the east side of Cornell Road. We find 
these reductions in pad elevation would only minimally change impacts to views toward Ladyface 
Mountain or toward the ridgeline east of Cornell. We also remain concerned about the grading that 
necessitates a 320-foot long, 17-foot high retaining wall on the north side of Lots 1-4. The staff report for 
the 61-lot project indicates plans for a ten-foot retaining wall along Kanan Road. While shielding 
residences from noise on Kanan Road, the retaining wall would also shield all but the highest elevations 
of Ladyface Mountain.  

Response: 

The visual quality concerns expressed in this comment are acknowledged.  The project has been further 
redesigned to avoid previously identified significant impacts. Revised project impacts to biological 
resources have been reduced to a less than significant level, with the exception of the loss of habitat, 
which remains an unavoidable and significant effect of development.  Impacts to visual qualities have 
also been reduced to the extent possible.  However, the conversion of the site’s hillsides to a residential 
setting remains an unavoidable and significant effect of development (see Response to Comment No. 8-
90).   

Comment No. 39-7 

We request a feasible alignment for the Zuma Ridge Trail be identified and mapped before the final tract 
map is approved. The draft EIR suggested aligning the trail along Cornell Road, and the current proposal 
maps the alignment along Medea Creek. Either alignment is not feasible owing to right-of-way, 
floodplain, and safety obstacles. The City of Agoura Hills recently approved the Agoura Village Specific 
Plan that includes a hiking/equestrian center near the intersection of Cornell Road and Cornell Way. The 
Specific Plan needs to identify a trail connection to the south from the hiking/equestrian center. We 
recommend a meeting be scheduled with stakeholders associated with the proposed trail. The meeting 
would serve to identify a feasible connection between the City of Agoura Hills and Paramount Ranch. 
The applicant would only be responsible for the alignment that may pass across Triangle Ranch.  

Response: 
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Please see Comment Letter No. 44 from the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation and 
Topical Response No. 7.     

Comment No. 39-8 

The National Park Service has provided comments for two Notices of Preparation of an EIR, has 
commented on the draft EIR, and has testified before the commission on the draft EIR. In each case, we 
have requested the project be redesigned to avoid impacts to natural, cultural, scenic, and recreational 
resources. In our comment letter on the draft EIR, we recommended the project be redesigned according 
to Alternative 4, the #44-lot proposal. At the public hearing on May 18, 2005, the commission directed 
the applicant to return with a project more like Alternative 4. We appreciate the steps the applicant has 
taken to reduce impacts. We ask the Commission to further reduce project impacts by additional density 
reduction on a smaller development footprint.  

Response:    

The revised project is equally or more protective than Alternative 4.  Please see Response to Comment 
No. 2-12 and Section II, Corrections and Additions of this Final EIR.    
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Commenter No. 40 C.T. Yabitsu 29438 Mulholland Hwy Agoura, CA 
91201, June 27, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 40 -1: 

The areas on which the Triangle Ranch development is proposed is a pristine gateway into the Santa 
Monica Mountains (SSM) and encompasses Medea Creek which is designated as a blue line stream.  It 
straddles Kanan Road which is the entrance to one of many areas within the SSM that is truly 
characterized by its natural beauty.  Its beauty has the same park-like ambience, which makes the adjacent 
Paramount Ranch National Park, the Peter Strauss National Park, the State Malibu Creek Park, and the 
Mulholland Highway Scenic Corridor a packaged integral park worthy of being a Los Angeles County 
treasure and should be treated as such with awe and respect. 

Therefore, any development within these areas must have minimal impact on their collective 
environments and view sheds.  With this clearly in mind, the community residing within this Tri-Park 
area along the Mulholland Highway Scenic Corridor respectfully proposes the following standards to be 
applied to the design of the Triangle Ranch development.  The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall 
address each of these standards and shall be applicable in addition to those requirements defined by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Response: 

While the project site has great scenic values, neither the site nor the surrounding area can be 
characterized as a pristine gateway into the Santa Monica Mountains.  Rather, the project site is bordered 
by the growing City of Agoura Hills to the north and substantial residential development to the south. 
Additionally, the project site wraps around existing development on Cornell Road.  For an aerial view of 
the existing development in the immediate vicinity of the project site, see Figure FEIR-15.  Also see Draft 
EIR, Photographs A through F (Section II) for views of existing development adjacent to or in close 
proximity to the project site.  

Comment No. 40-2: 

The design standards to be established should address the following important areas: 

1) Maintain the existing natural view shed. 

2) Continue to minimize the polluting of Medea Creek. 
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3) Establish grading requirements to limit damage to the environment and view shed. 

4) Continue to protect the endangered plants and wildlife. 

5) Maintain the existing conservation and trail easements. 

6) Maintain the area darken skies 

7) Assure vehicular and pedestrian safety. 

8) Establish procedures to maintain review and approval controls throughout the development 
process. 

SPECIFICS 

1) Architectural and landscaping standards defining the design criteria to maintain the natural view 
shed. 

a) Minimize the number of lots to fit the tracts into an area of reduced and limited footprints 
for the three tract sites: SEA Site, Medea Creek Site, Ladyface Site.  Larger lots with large 
homes are preferred over cookie-cutter type homes stacked tightly together, which have 
become typical in recent developments.  [This community supports the reduced foot-print 
concept being offered by the local Cornell Preservation Organization (CPO).] 

b) The heights of structures, including walls, shall be restricted so as to gracefully blend in 
with the surrounding natural land contours. 

c) Color palettes of homes, other structures, and roofs shall be earth tones.  The use of harsh 
whites or non-blending tones with the surrounding natural colors shall not be permitted.  
The use of red roof tiles shall not be an option. 

d) All sound barrier walls and berms shall be articulated with native plants; that is, walls must 
disappear through the combination of planting methods and aesthetic designs. 

e) All landscaping plants shall be of native varieties; for example, no palm trees shall be 
permitted. 

2) Standards for minimum pollution shall be established to protect Medea Creek. 

a) Clearly define the bio-swale requirements.  They shall be natural looking and blend into the 
surrounding area.  Concrete de-silting basins shall not be an option. 

b) Preserve the existing buffers from Medea Creek, which are defined as the existing naturally 
sloped creek banks.  This area shall be exempt from the county brush clearance 
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requirements in order to maintain minimal soil crosion and man-caused pollution.  The 
nearby national parks and the state park have such exemptions. 

c) No debris shall be strewn across the Medea Creek banks.  The public shall have access top 
both sides of the creek for the long established bi-annual creek clean up which extends from 
within the city of Agoura Hills, through Paramount Ranch National Park, and onto Malibou 
Lake. 

d) Medea Creek shall not be altered from its current state.  Neither bridges nor roads shall be 
permitted to cross this creek. 

3) Grading design standards to maintain the existing land contours. 

a) Building structures on knolls above the elevations of Kanan Road and Cornell Road shall 
not be permitted.  The knolls within the permitted Buildable footprints may be graded to 
within the limits defined by the view shed standards. 

b) Stepped lots which follow the land terrain contours are preferred over massive cut and fill 
flat multi-lots to the extent permitted by the view shed standard.  That is, massive fills shall 
be avoided. 

c) All excess soil from cuts shall be exported. 

d) The environmental requirements during the grading process shall be in accordance with 
CEQA. 

e) As a minimum, all grading needs shall conform to the North Area Plan. 

4) Design standards to protect the endangered plants and wildlife. 

a) Any development of the SEA Site shall be restricted to the footprint proposed by the local 
communities and other agencies responsible for protecting the SEA. 

b) Existing wildlife access path causeways and drain lines under Kanan Road and Cornell 
Road shall not be altered during and after completion of the development. 

c) Existing wildlife corridors shall be minimally impacted with such disturbances as lighting 
and fences.  Whenever impacts are unavoidable or are in conflict with other standards, new 
and/or additional corridors shall be established as a mitigation measure. 

5) Design Standards to maintain existing conservation and trail easements 
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a) Zuma Ridge Trail aka Simi Trail to the Sea Trail casement shall be maintained and be 
modified only as required as suggested by local trails committees and community 
organizations. 

b) Other trails shall be preserved and established according to the National Park Service Trail 
Map.  Connections to the city of Agoura Hills with a trail shall be established such that it 
will provide a continuous trail to the Cheseboro area trail heads. 

6) Design standards to maintain dark skies ad the criteria for local lighting. 

a) Low wattage lights facing down and away from the Kanan Road and Cornell Road as well 
as the hillsides of Ladyface Mountain. 

b) Tennis and sport courts shall not be capable of being lit with bright lights after dusk.  (This 
is also a major traffic safety issue.) 

7) Safety design standards for vehicular and pedestrian traffic on Kanan Road and Cornell Road 

a) Defined and separate left turn lanes shall be provided on Kanan Road into the Medea Creek 
Site and Ladyface Site.  Cross traffic to egress from these sites shall be addressed in the 
EIR, independent of the CEQA stated requirements. 

b) Parking provisions along the shoulders of Cornell Road and Kanan Road shall not be 
permitted due to safety issues. 

c) No open sidewalks shall be permitted along Kanan Road and Cornell Road.  Use of 
decomposed granite with equestrian fencing to allow pedestrian and equestrian traffic shall 
be the preferred method.  That is, less paved sections and more permeable materials to avoid 
run-offs to nearby creeks. 

d) Speed limits for vehicular traffic along the developed areas shall be clearly posted in 
accordance with state and county standards. 

e) All outdoor lighting shall not endanger vehicular drivers by adversely impacting their 
vision.  That is, bright lights shall not be pointed in the directions Kanan Road and Cornell 
Road, 

8) Procedural standards, which clearly provide monitoring and control over the development process 
at the local and county levels. 

a) All landscape designs, structural heights, lot elevation profiles, color choices, conservation 
and wildlife easements, trail easements, and drainage designs shall be made available to the 
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public for their comments no less than 20 working days prior to submission of the tract map 
to the county planning commission for review and approval. 

b) The requirements stated or not stated in CEQA shall not limit the establishment of the design 
standards applicable to this development. 

c) Communication lines to coordinate efforts between the County Fire Department and SEA 
management teams shall be established and respective responsibilities clearly defined to 
insure that careful clearance and maintenance practices are followed for the defined SEA 
areas. 

Response: 

The remainder of the comment letter consists of recommended “design standards” for the proposed 
project.  These standards are recommendations to the decisions makers, but do not state a specific concern 
or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is 
not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, these recommended standards have been forwarded to the 
decisions makers for their consideration. 
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Commenter No. 41 Penelope Suess, 30473 Mulholland Highway #179, Cornell, 
CA 91301, June 28, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site. The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 41-1 

This morning, I am here to present you with petition letters signed by more than 50 members of the Santa 
Monica Mountains community, including myself, who are opposed to the approval of Tentative Tract 
Map No. 52419, otherwise known as Triangle Ranch.  I respectfully ask that these letters be entered into 
the record.  The letters represent the heartfelt opinions of members of the community who could not be 
here today, and who have not otherwise communicated with the Commission or the Department of 
Regional Planning regarding the matter being heard. 

Response: 

Comment acknowledged.  However, no attachments were received. 

Comment No. 41-2 

The time limit will not permit me to read the entire text of the petition.  However, I will read the opening 
paragraph and summarize the issue addressed: 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am opposed to the latest plan for Triangle Ranch because it still has not been addressed many of the 
concerns of the community, primary of which is that it is an urban development that would be imposed 
upon a rural area.  Specifically, the following community concerns have been neither explored nor solved 
in the ‘most recent issuance of Design Guidelines and accompanying maps.  To the contrary, they have 
been ignored. 

Areas of concern include: 

Traffic and Safety 

Viewshed 

North Area Plan 
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Water Quality and Riparian Habitat 

Endangered and Threatened Plant Species 

Oak Trees 

Wildlife Corridors 

Parks and Trails 

Response: 

See Responses to Comment Nos. 36-1 through 36-9.   

Contrary to the comment, oak trees have not been ignored.  Oak Trees are discussed in Section III.F of the 
Draft EIR.  They are also addressed in Appendices C-1, C-2, C-5, C-12, C-18 and C-20 
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Petition Signers 

 Stacey Goldstein 
5330 Cheseboro Rd. 
Agoura Hills 91301 
 
Elizabeth Ratser 
29209 Circle Dr. 
Agoura, 91301 
 
Tyler Krebs 
28913 Medea Mesa Road 
Agoura, CA 91301 
 
Jess  Thomas 
6064 Cheseboro Road 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
 
Kirk Allegro 
28312 Driver Ave 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
 
Tony Weronbruch 
23428 Warng Pl. 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
 
Richard Watters 
28245 Driver Ave 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
 
Mary Ellen Strote 
475 Stunt Road 
Calabasas, CA 91302 
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Commenter No. 42:  Dr. Harry Shragg, 2115 Ridge Dr, Los Angeles, CA 90049, July 2, 2005. 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 42-1: 

I attended the last meeting of June 22.  I was initially disappointed that the Triangle Ranch application 
was not first on the agenda as originally promised at the previous meeting.  But the more I listened to the 
presentation about the desperate need for low cost housing, the more interested I became in their proposal. 

Considering why I was there, I couldn’t believe what I was hearing; it seemed like a surreal experience to 
me.  I was embarrassed for us, the proponents of the Triangle Ranch Project, as well as the opponents, 
with their wealth, acres of property, horses, etc. which represents the ultimate in “low density housing”. 

It is ironic that when I invested in Beautiful City, in 1959, Art Whizin was hoping to develop a place for 
senior citizens, like the Leisure World or Camarillo complex.  This would have provided a higher density 
housing for the elderly.  This was years before the multimillion dollar homes were on the horizon. 

In the discussion about low cost housing, there was some concern about the impact that that would have 
on the more affluent neighborhoods.  It certainly is something to consider.  But I was pleased with 
Commissioner Belamy’s concerns.  He raised the question of why is it that society always seem to worry 
about the presence of the less fortunate near the more affluent neighborhood, without at the same time 
expressing a greater concern for those who need decent housing and better neighborhoods. 

The role and obligation of society is to help make available housing for low income “citizens.”  This high 
density issue for low income people is a higher priority than whether low income housing adversely 
affects a more affluent neighborhood.  I accept the problem, and understand the question, and agree that it 
must be integrated properly and in as positive a manner as possible. 

Your staff indicated that the need is a serious problem in urban as well as Suburban areas.  I submit that 
the Triangle Ranch area could be considered as such an area, and perhaps should be considered for higher 
density housing, which would provide more than the 81 units being projected.  The environment and 
beauty of that area could be an ideal place to have a little more upscale higher density with lower cost 
housing project. 

I am not so naïve to believe that the opposition party would have a higher moral attitude toward such a 
proposal.  I could accept this personally, and I would forego any profit if this dream could be realized.  In 
this case I am speaking only for myself, and not representing anyone else.  It would be the right thing to 
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do for our citizens as a whole.  If the EIR problems are what the opposition claims it is, including the 
“horse excrement” contamination concerns that was mentioned several times in their various 
presentations, then they should restrict horses from their own properties, which of course would impact 
their lifestyles which is all they really care about.  Otherwise they are simply hypocrites, because their 
horses add to the contamination as well.  If a higher density development should become a reality, the 
opposition will be guaranteed, that the people living there would not have any horses to worry about. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 43. Mike Kamino, Director, Planning and Community 
Development, City of Agoura Hills, 30001 Ladyface Court, 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301, September 18, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No.  43-1 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the projects lists two traffic-related mitigation 
measures: 

L-3 At the intersection of Kanan Road at Canwood Street, the addition of northbound and southbound 
lanes shall be provided. 

L-4 At the intersection of Kanan Road at Agoura Road, the addition of a southbound left-turn lane, 
eastbound right and through lanes, and a westbound through lane shall be provided. 

County Department of Public Works, Land Development Division-Road, Tract No. 52419 (Rev.), 
Condition No. 29 on Page6/6 states that the applicant shall “comply with the mitigation measures 
identified in the attached memoranda/letters dated December 13, 2004, November 22, 2004 and March 
24,2004 from our Traffic and Lighting Division to the satisfaction of Public Works.”  The December 13, 
2004 memo references the above DEIR mitigation measures, and states that the mitigation measures are 
subject to the approval of the City of Agoura Hills, and the memo requires that the project applicant 
consult with the City of Agoura Hills regarding the feasibility of all of the proposed measures. 

It appears that Mitigation Measure L-3 did not consider the Kanan Road/U.S. Hwy 101 Interchange 
Improvement Project, currently being constructed.  The interchange project planned to eliminate, and in 
fact has already eliminated, the easterly segment of Canwood Street that is proposed for improvement in 
this measure.  

Response: 

The comment is correct that the analyses in the Draft EIR were completed before the intersection 
improvements were constructed and before the Agoura Village Specific Plan improvements were known.  
In response to this comment letter a subsequent analysis was conducted to determine the impact of adding 
the traffic from the proposed 61-lot project to the results of the Agoura Village Specific Plan (AVSP) 
traffic analysis for the intersections of Kanan/Canwood and Kanan/Agoura taking into consideration the 
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city comments (see Appendix O-2).  The results of that further analysis are presented in Section II of this 
Final EIR and reiterated below for the reader’s convenience:   

The project traffic for the Revised Project is summarized below.  Trip generation estimates for the 
previously proposed 81-unit development are also presented in the chart below, for comparison purposes. 

Summary of Project Trip Generation Old Site Plan vs. Revised Site Plan 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Land Use Daily In Out In Out 

81 Single Family Homes 854 17 50 57 32 

61 Single Family Homes 584 12 34 39 23 

Reduction in Project Trips 270 5 16 18 9 

 

When compared to the previous proposed project, the revised project will generate 270 fewer trips per 
day, with 21 fewer trips in the morning peak hour, and 27 less trips in the evening peak hour. 

Reduced Impacts-Cumulative Conditions 

The traffic study for the previously proposed 81-unit project identified a significant project impact at the 
intersections of Kanan Road and Canwood Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Road.  The two impacted 
study intersections were re-analyzed for Cumulative Conditions to determine the Revised 61-unit 
Project’s impact.  The results of the Cumulative analysis are summarized in the chart below.  Intersection 
analysis worksheets are included in Appendix O-2 of this Final EIR. 

Table FEIR-7 
Summary of Intersection Operation Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative Cum Plus Project 
Study Intersection ICU LOS ICU LOS 

Project 
Impact 

Kanan Rd. at Canwood St 
AM Peak Hour 
PM Peak Hour 

 
0.639 
0.898 

 
B 
D 

 
0.639 
0.899 

 
C 
D 

 
0.000 
0.001 

Kanan Rd. at Agoura Rd 
AM Peak Hour 
PM Peak Hour 

 
0.744 
0.842 

 
C 
D 

 
0.754 
0.855 

 
C 
D 

 
0.009 
0.013 

 

The project impact at the study intersections in the City of Agoura Hills would be considered to be 
significant if the project causes any intersection to worsen from acceptable to unacceptable conditions, or 
if the project causes an unacceptable ICU to increase by 0.02 or more.  Based on these criteria, with the 
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reduced project traffic from the 61-unit development, the projected traffic at the two impacted 
intersections will no longer be a significant impact. 

With the recent KananRoad/SR-101 interchange improvements, the intersection of Kanan Road at 
Canwood Street is now a T-intersection.  The intersection is forecasted to operate at Los “D” in the 
evening peak hour.  The project at this intersection would be 0.001, far below the threshold for 
significance. 

The intersection of Kanan Road at Agoura Road is forecasted to operate at LOS “D” in the evening peak 
hour in the future, without the Agoura Village Specific Plan (AVSP) project.  The project impact at this 
intersection would be 0.013, which is below the threshold for significance. 

It is acknowledged that the Agoura Village Specific Plan project has proposed a roundabout for the 
intersection of Kanan Road and Agoura Road.  With the AVSP traffic and the roundabout improvements 
proposed as part of the AVSP, the Level of Service at the intersection would be Los “A” during both peak 
hours under Cumulative plus Project traffic conditions.  With the Triangle Ranch project traffic, the 
roundabout intersection would continue to operate at LOS “A” in both peak hours. 

Thus, it is concluded that the proposed project would not have an impact on the intersection of 
Kanan/Agoura with the city improvements. 

Because the revised project would not cause significant impacts at the Kanan/Canwood and Kana/Agoura 
intersections, Mitigation Measures L-3 and L-4 are no longer necessary.  Therefore, Mitigation Measures 
L-3 and L-4 in the Draft EIR (at page III.L-30) are deleted in this Final EIR (see Section III. Corrections 
and Additions).   

Comment No. 43-2 

As for Mitigation Measure L-4, the Agoura Village Specific Plan was adopted by the City of Agoura 
Hills City Council on June 14,2006. The Specific Plan calls for a roundabout at the intersection of Kanan 
Road/Agoura Road, and to maintain Agoura Road as a two-lane road east of the intersection of Kanan 
Road/Agoura Road. The City of Agoura Hills General Plan continues to call for the eventual widening of 
Agoura Road just west of this intersection to four lanes. The proposed mitigation measure assumes that 
the intersection would remain, and that Agoura Road would be widened to four lanes.  

Response: 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 43-1, with the intersection improvements noted in the 
comment letter, the proposed project would not significantly impact the intersection of Kanan 
Road/Agoura Road.  Therefore, mitigation is not required. 
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Comment No. 43-3 

Since the two mitigation measures as proposed seem neither feasible nor desirable, and the December 13, 
2004 memo from County Public Works Department staff calls for coordination with the City of Agoura 
Hills on these items, we would appreciate the opportunity to work with the County Public Works and 
Regional Planning Staff, as well as the applicant, to determine the most appropriate traffic mitigation 
measures in the City of Agoura Hills before preparing the Final EIR. This may entail the applicant re- 
examining the impacts at the two intersections, given these changes, and revising the mitigation measures.  

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 43-1 and Mitigation Measure L-2 of the Final EIR. 

 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-311 

Commenter No. 44: Larry Hensely, Chief of Planning, Los Angeles County 
Department of Parks and Recreation, September 19, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site. The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 44-1 

The Department of Parks and Recreation has determined the Zuma Ridge Trail (a.k.a. Simi to the Sea 
Trail) easement as currently shown following Medea Creek on the West side of Cornell Rd. on Tentative 
Tract Map 52419 would not be a suitable location for this trail.  Due to Federal changes and restrictions 
brought about by the enactment of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), the 
Clean water Act, the reduction to the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), trash and foreign matter 
within rivers, streams, and water courses, and non-disturbance of riparian and significant habitat areas, is 
now mandated.,  As a result of these constraints, the Department has revised many proposed trails to 
locations that do no impact water courses as would be the case with the current Zuma Ridge Trail 
alignment adjacent to Medea Creek.  Single family residential developments south of Medea Creek have 
also locked off proposed trails connections, which restricts the Department’s ability to provide trail 
connectivity to other public agencies trails.  Current easements south of Medea Creek are also not suitable 
for either equestrian or hiking use. 

The Department is striving to ensure that the final trail realignment would provide possible connectivity 
with all other agencies’ trails in this area, The Department has coordinated with the City of Agoura Hills, 
the National Park Service, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, and the Department of Regional 
Planning regarding the preferred trail location.  Due to the City of Agoura Hills not implementing a 
master trails plan and having not determined a final location for their proposed equestrian center, a final 
County trail alignment decision connecting to that proposed facility can not be made at present. 

Response: 

While providing relevant information regarding the County’s role in planning the Zuma Ridge Trail, this 
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in 
the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 
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Comment No. 44-2 

The Department currently recommends approval of the tentative tract map with the following conditions 
before final map recordation: 

The Applicant shall conduct a feasibility study for the alignment of the Zuma Ridge Trail dedicated 
easement with other existing and proposed trail developments that may be adjacent to or within the tract 
map boundaries by working with the Department of Parks and Recreation and Department Regional 
Planning, interested members of the community, the National Park Service, the City of Agoura Hills, the 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy and any other jurisdictional agencies.  The study shall identify all 
environmental constraints for the proposed Zuma Ridge Trail realignment.  The purpose of the trails 
feasibility study is to determine the best route from the trail either on or off the property. 

Upon completion of the feasibility study, the Applicant shall submit findings to the Department and the 
appropriate public agencies for review and comment.  The Department shall analyze all recommended 
trail realignment options and work with the Applicant on the most feasible option; 

If, based on the feasibility study, it is determined that a particular trail alignment is feasible, the Applicant 
shall design any proposed final trail realignment utilizing the Department’s Trails Standards after the 
Department’s review and comment on the feasibility study.  Prior to the Department’s construction of the 
trail, the Department will initiate the required environmental review process as required by CEQA and; 

The Applicant shall provide a payment on $60,000 payable to the Department of Parks and Recreation for 
the future construction on the trail.  This $60,000 is not based on a specific trail alignment, but based on 
the Department’s rough cost of constructing a trail for approximately 2 miles.  This amount may increase 
or decrease by 10 percent based on the final alignment selected.  This payment will be placed into an 
interest bearing account to be used specifically for the development of this trail. 

If the Applicant deeds any portion of the Open Space area to a public entity and the proposed final trail 
alignment traverses this Open Space, the Applicant shall provide a clause in the deed requiring the 
accepting public entity to comply with all regulatory processes and approval.  The Applicant shall also 
dedicate an easement for the selected trail route within the property boundaries where the Open Space is 
not transferred to a public agency. 

Response: 

The project applicant intends to comply with these conditions of approval. 
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Commenter No. 45: Matthew Heerde, Law Offices of Frank P. Angel, 
3250 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 300, Santa Monica, CA 
90405, September 19, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed in this 
letter address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61 lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 45-1: 

As an initial matter, we note that staff’s cover letter for the September 20, 2006 hearing makes several 
recommendations to bring the revised project into compliance with the Santa Monica Mountains North 
Area Plan (“SMMNAP”), such as removal of the residential lots that have been added east of Cornell 
Road and elimination of direct impacts to endangered Lyon’s pentachaeta.  We whole-heartedly support 
those recommendations.  However, as described below, we believe the project applicant must further 
modify this project in order for the project to be appropriate for the area and to be consistent with the 
SMMNAP.  Furthermore, our comments will describe several aspects of the DEIR for Triangle Ranch 
that we believe render the DEIR insufficient as an environmental disclosure document under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq. [“CEQA”]). 

The most recent revised project design, submitted September 1, 2006 to the RPC, does little to remedy the 
environmental damage that will be caused by the project.  The extent of the changes to the project in the 
most recent design are removal of four homes from west of Kanan Road and relocation of these four 
homes to the residential cluster east of Cornell Road.  While the removal of the homes from west of 
Kanan avoids direct impact to the pentachaeta population due to lot grading and residence construction, it 
still appears there will be impacts from fuel modification and landscaping in that north-west cluster area.  
Therefore, the removal of these four homes does not completely eliminate direct impacts to this federally 
endangered species, as required by SMMNAP Policy IV-3, which requires development designs that 
protect and preserve significant viable habitat areas. 

To make matters worse, the four homes removed from the cluster west of Kanan are placed in the 
Significant Ecological Area No. 6 east of Cornell Road.  This does not make sense.  Not only does this 
“solution” create more development in a protected area, but the four homes have been placed in an area 
where they will create additional direct impacts to the pentachaeta population east and south of the fire 
station.  Direct impacts from these relocated homes will be further exacerbated by impacts from fuel 
modification and landscaping.  The project applicant, at the very least, should be required to eliminate 
ALL direct and indirect impacts to the pentachaeta as well as the Dudley a populations (east and west of 
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Kanan and Cornell) by a reduction in residences to be built and a modification of landscape and fuel 
modification plans. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project has been brought into compliance with the North Area Plan.  For example, the 
number of homes on the east side of Cornell Road has been reduced to 10 from 27 homes, which were 
assessed in the Draft EIR.  Also, direct impacts to both the Lon’s pentachaeta and the Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya have been eliminated.  Furthermore, the revised project proposes to maintain onsite 
open space conservation through the implementation of a Habitat Management Plan (Plan).  The goal of 
that Plan will be to preserve and expand the retained onsite populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya.  This Plan may include such measures as planting new areas with these 
species and using hand tools to prune, thin, and remove unwanted vegetation.  The  Habitat Management 
Plan will include these fuel modification and master landscape plans.  The Plan will include a description 
of all activities to be undertaken and criteria to determine success of the management activities as well as 
to provide for monitoring efforts for five years.  In addition, the Plan will provide for annual reporting.  
At the end of the five year period, the Plan will be updated to the extent necessary.  The Plan will be 
consistent with the USFWS Recovery Plan (1999) for the species and Fish and Game Code.  The will 
shall be submitted for review to the County, California Department of Fish and Game, and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service prior to the issuance of the grading permit.  Also, the applicant will provide financial 
assurances that there are sufficient funds to implement the management plan for the Lyon’s pentachaeta 
and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya on the conservation open space area.  

 Comment No. 45-2: 

Furthermore, even though Commissioner Helsley specifically requested the applicant to revise the design 
of the residential cluster between Cornell and Kanan Roads at the June 28, 2006 hearing, nothing has 
been done to reduce the potential impacts to Medea Creek in this area.  The revised design still puts 
significant grading less than 500 feet from the banks of Medea Creek.  Such grading, combined with 
landscaping and ongoing horticultural maintenance, for the houses between Street D and Medea Creek 
has the potential to create significant adverse water quality impacts, contrary to the conclusions of the 
DEIR. 

Response: 

The Draft EIR acknowledges the project has the potential to create adverse water quality impacts.  For 
this reason, the Draft EIR recommends 26 water quality mitigation measures (Nos. E-1 through E-26), as 
well as 11 water quality-related hydrology and surface water runoff mitigation measures (Nos. D-1 
through D-11).  In addition, the Draft EIR provides an extensive discussion of required national, state and 
local governmental water quality programs, with which the project must comply.  These programs include 
NPDES, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, and the County’s Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan.  
These programs have been instituted specifically to ensure that new developments, such as the proposed 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-315 

project, will not result in significant water quality impacts.  For these reasons, the analyses in the Draft 
EIR conclude the project’s impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Comment No. 45-3: 

We reemphasize that at the June 22, 2005 hearing before the Los Angeles County Regional Planning 
Commission (“RPC”), County staff recommended that the project be redesigned to conform to the 
parameters of Alternative 4, as outlined in the DEIR.  At the June 28, 2006 hearing, the applicant 
submitted a project design for 66 homes, not 44, as called for by Alternative 4.  Now, the project 
applicant has submitted as design that will cause essentially the same impacts as the design submitted for 
the June 28 hearing. 

The DEIR acknowledges that Alternative 4 is the “environmentally superior alternative.”  (DEIR V-60.)  
However, the DEIR does not explain why Alternative 4 is not the preferred project alternative.  Compared 
to the proposed revised 61-home project, Alternative 4 would have a substantially reduced impact on the 
environment with regard to landform alteration, habitat disturbance, air quality and noise impacts, scenic 
resources, traffic, and public resources.  (See DEIR, Table V-3; page V-60.)  Less homes will also have 
less impact on water quality, a critical concern in the Malibu Creek Watershed, which is listed by the 
federal Environmental Protection Agency as impaired for several pollutants.  Without further information, 
the DEIR cannot conclude that there are “no feasible alternatives which would substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effects of the environment.”  (CEQA § 21002.)  Substantial evidence in the 
DEIR does not support such a conclusion. 

Response: 

As discussed in the Draft EIR (page V-33), the intent of Alternative 4 was to reduce impacts to SEA No. 
6.  This was achieved by reducing the number of lots on the east side of Cornell Road from 27 to 12, 
avoiding impacts to Drainage M and eliminating the eastern extension of the Street E cul-de-sac.  The 
revised 61-lot alternative achieves even more reduction of impacts to the SEA than does Alternative 4.  
The revised project provides 10 homes within the SEA, compared to 12 homes under Alternative 4.  The 
revised project substantially reduces the extent of grading within the SEA, and results in less landform 
alteration, less intrusion into undisturbed habitat and fewer and small manufactured slopes.  Furthermore, 
the revised project also avoids impacts to Drainage M and eliminates the eastern extension of the Street E 
cul-de-sac.   

The revised project eliminates all direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta.  Direct impacts to the 
pentachaeta are not avoided by Alternative 4.  Also, the revised project reduces the length of the Street D 
cul-de-sac, resulting in less grading between Kanan and Cornell Road and fewer impacts to Oak Trees.  
Alternative 4 does not realize these same reductions in impact.   
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Comment No. 45-4: 

It must also be noted that the project applicant’s financial aims are not, in themselves, sufficient reason to 
destroy valuable habitat and unique natural resources.  “The fact that an alternative may be more 
expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible.  What is 
required is evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently sever as to render it 
impractical to proceed with the project.”  Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1988) 197 
Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 (Goleta I). 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR does not reject any alternative on the basis of financial 
infeasibility.  Nevertheless, a financial feasibility report has been prepared and is included in Appendix N. 

Comment No. 45-5: 

The master landscape plan, relied on in the DEIR as a mitigation measure for water quality impacts 
(DEIR mitigation measure E-25) is not adequately described in the DEIR or in the revised Design 
Guidelines.  The DEIR states that the landscape plan will mitigate impacts to water quality from 
pesticides, herbicides, etc. by specifying procedures for the proper use of those products.  However, 
without a specific description of the proper procedures, it is unknown whether these procedures will 
indeed be adequate.  Furthermore, it is unclear how or if these procedures will be enforceable.  Will they 
be included in the CC&Rs?  Agencies approving a project “shall provide that measures to mitigate or 
avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, 
or other measures” (CEQA § 21081.6, subd. (b)), and must adopt a monitoring program to ensure that the 
mitigation measures are implemented.  (CEQA § 21081.6, subd. (a).)  The purpose of these requirements 
is to ensure that feasible mitigations measures will actually be implemented as a condition of 
development and not merely adopted and then neglected or disregarded.  (Federation of Hillside & 
Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1260-61; Environmental Council 
of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 06 C.D.O.S. 8512.)  Neither the DEIR or the revised design 
guidelines provide for a monitoring program to ensure that the mitigation measures for water quality 
impacts are actually implemented. 

Response: 

The master landscape plan is discussed at length in the Draft EIR.  The key components are identified in 
Section I, Project Description, on pages I-14 to I-16.  The landscape plan concept is shown in Figure I-7.  
Mitigation Measure F-4, renumbered as F-3 (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)  in this FEIR, 
provides guidance for preparation of the master landscape plan.  Mitigation Measure F-1 (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR)  incorporates the master landscape plan into the Habitat 
Management Plan. 
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In addition, a more detailed Landscape Plan is provided in Appendix L of this Final EIR.  However, it is 
not possible to prepare a final landscape plan at this time, since the final site design is not known and the 
project has not been approved.  Nevertheless, as provided for in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, the 
EIR was prepared with sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which 
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes into account of the environmental 
consequences.  As discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, an evaluation of the environmental 
effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the 
light of what is reasonably feasible.  It should also be noted that the discussion that accompanies CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15146 states, in part, that an EIR is subject to the rule of reason, and that the need for 
thorough discussion and analysis is not be construed unreasonably to serve as an easy way of defeating 
projects.   

Comment No. 45-6: 

The revised guidelines merely describe the particular vegetation that may be used in the landscaping 
design.  There is no adequate description of how far from building pads the landscaping measures will be 
implemented and thus it is impossible to gauge the true impact of the landscaping aspect of this project to 
surrounding native plant life and sensitive and endangered species. 

Response: 

The comment is factually incorrect.  Figure I-7, Proposed Landscape Plan, in the Draft EIR indicates six 
zones of landscaping/fuel modification.  Figure I-7 shows the Development Interior Zone consists of 
graded pad sites that will be landscaped with plants selected from the Development interior plant palette.  
The Riparian Zone consists of areas to be enhanced with plant species selected from the Riparian plant 
palette.  The Streetscape Zone consists of areas to be enhanced with Oak Trees and revegetated with plant 
species selected from the Fuel Modification/Development Perimeter plant palette. The Fuel Modification 
Zone (Graded/Disturbed) consists of areas to remain in natural state with exception of plant thinning 
required by Los Angeles Fire Department.  Sensitive plant species, which may occur in this zone, shall 
not be removed.  The Fuel Modification Zone (Graded/Undisturbed) consists of graded slopes, which 
shall be revegetated with plants selected from the Fuel Modification/Development Perimeter plant palette.  
Lastly, the Undisturbed Landscape Zone consists of areas to remain in current natural state.   

Comment No. 45-7: 

The mitigation section for water quality impacts due to construction activity states that “drainage plans” 
render mitigation unnecessary.  (DEIR III.E-26.)  However, precisely which “drainage plans” render 
mitigation measures unnecessary is not described.  Presumably, the drainage plan for construction activity 
is the storm water pollution prevention program (“SWPPP”) and the General Construction Activity Storm 
Water Permit (“GCASWP”).  However, the DEIR does not specify which precise measures the project 
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will implement to comply with the GCASWP and the SWPPP.  This is an improper deferral of mitigation 
measures. 

Response: 

The drainage plans in question include, but are not limited to, the Drainage Concept Plan, the Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan, and the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  The project must 
also comply with the requirements of the GCASWP.  The second sentence of the third paragraph on page 
III.E-26 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) 
to read: “For the reasons discussed above, with the implementation of the approved drainage plans 
(including, but not limited to, the Drainage Concept Plan, the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation 
Plan, and the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan), no significant water quality impact from storm 
water runoff would be expected.”  The GCASWP and the SWPPP are issued/approved by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, based upon an approved project; as the project has not yet been approved, 
there has been no application for the GCASWP and the SWPPP has not yet been prepared.  Nevertheless, 
there is sufficient information provided in the Draft EIR to permit informed decision making and public 
participation (see Draft EIR Sections III.D and III.E and Technical Appendices E and G).  As noted in the 
discussion to CEQA Guidelines Section 15146, “the need for thorough discussion is not to be constructed 
unreasonably, however, to serve as an easy way of defeating projects.”   

With respect to deferral of mitigation, see Response to Comment No. 45-8, below. 

Comment No. 45-8: 

Furthermore, the DEIR’s statement that “mitigations measures are not required under CEQA” puts the 
cart before the horse.  (DEIR III.E-26.)  The basis for this statement is the implementation of 
(undescribed) mitigation measures pursuant to the SWPPP and the GCASWP.  Clearly, without these 
implementation measures, the impacts to water quality from construction activities would indeed be 
significant, and this is why mitigation measures, such as the SWPPP and GCASWP are necessary.  The 
DEIR’s conclusions regarding mitigation measures for construction impacts are based a faulty premise 
and are inappropriate to provide the RPC and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors with an 
adequate environmental disclosure document for this project. 

Response: 

Compliance with federal, state and local requirements is not a mitigation measure.  Because a project 
cannot be built if it does not comply with these permit requirements, these requirements can be more 
appropriately thought of as project features.  The question that must be answered by the Draft EIR is 
whether the project that has been built in compliance with these requirements would still have a potential 
for significant impacts.  If the answer is yes, then mitigation measures are required to reduce that potential 
impact to a less than significant level.  However, such programs as the NPDES permit, SWPPP and the 
GCASWP are specifically established to ensure that a project does not cause storm water pollution.    
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Consequently, the Draft EIR appropriately finds that compliance with these programs would achieve their 
stated objectives and would result in a project that does not have a significant stormwater pollution 
problem.  Therefore, no mitigation is required pursuant to CEQA.   

Comment No. 45-9: 

Mitigation measure E-24 is also improperly deferred.  There is no description of how often roadways and 
driveways will be swept, or on what basis this mitigation measure is considered completely effective to 
reduce impacts from hydrocarbons. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 8-54 

Comment No. 45-10: 

The DEIR states that the project will reduce barren land and thus reduce the amount of debris reaching 
Medea Creek. (DEIR III.E-19.)  However, debris may also be produced from landscaping associated with 
residential development, including horticultural waste, everyday trash, etc.  This inaccurate description of 
debris reduction renders the DEIR’s discussion of water quality impacts inadequate under CEQA.  
Furthermore, there is no description of how the DEIR calculates that development of 48.6 acres will result 
in a reduction of 2,890 cubic yards of debris.  If the slopes of Ladyface Mountain and the hills below (an 
area certainly larger than the project site) only produce 2,700 cubic yards of debris, how is it the DEIR 
concludes that the project site produces 2,890 cubic yards of debris?  What is more, the DEIR’s 
conclusion that debris removal capability coupled with energy dissipaters (III.E-19) would ensure that the 
proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements is 
unsupported in light of the faulty debris removal analysis.  

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the amount of debris generated by native vegetation on undisturbed Santa 
Monica Mountains is greatly more than that produced by manicured gardens, homes and roadways.  The 
Los Angeles County Hydrology/Sedimentation Manual, which was used to prepare the hydrology 
analyses for the proposed project, shows the debris production rate (DRP) for the entire Los Angeles 
Basin.  As discussed on page III.D-6 of the Draft EIR, the DRP is a function of area and the Debris 
Potential Area (DPA).  The project site is in DPA-6, with the exception of the Medea Creek floodplain, 
which is DPA-7.  Based on the entire 518 acres of the project site and tributary drainage areas, the DRP is 
25,000 cubic yards per square mile.  Table III.D-1 demonstrates the differences between the existing site 
runoff conditions and proposed site runoff conditions for three scenarios: (1) clear flows (without debris), 
(2) burned flow (with debris from a fire), and (3) burned and bulked flows ( the worst case-scenario in 
which the volume of anticipated burned condition storwmwater runoff is further increase by the addition 
of debris loading of the stormwater.  These results were derived from the Los Angeles County’s 
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hydrology computer models (see Draft EIR, Section III.D-4).  The basis of the calculations are included 
in the project’s Drainage concept Plan, which is included in the Draft EIR Appendix E.   

Based upon a debris production rate of 25,000 cubic yards per 640 acres (one square mile), one acre 
would produce approximately 39 cubic yards (i.e., 25,000 divided by 640).  If the previously proposed 
81-lot project removed the debris potential from the 48.6-acre development area, it would remove a total 
debris potential of 48.6 X 39, or 1,895 cubic yards of debris.   

Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR does not state that slopes of Ladyface Mountain only produce 
2,700 cubic yards of debris.  Rather, the statement is “the total debris potential from the slopes of 
Ladyface Mountain that could be carried through the development area of the project site is 
approximately 2,700 cubic yards.”   

Comment No. 45-11: 

The DEIR and its appendices do not provide an analysis of weekend traffic.  In order to accurately 
analyze the true traffic impacts of the proposed project, the DEIR should analyze traffic on the weekends, 
when beach and vacation traffic is at its most intense.  The DEIR’s failure to include an analysis of 
weekend traffic precludes the RPC and the Board of Supervisors from making an informed decision about 
the project’s traffic impacts. 

Response: 

With respect to the analysis of weekend traffic impacts, see Response to Comment No. 8-121. 

Comment No. 45-12: 

Furthermore, the DEIR does not adequately analyze the potential for traffic accidents caused by the entry 
points for the different residential clusters.  Specifically, the entrance to the cluster east of Cornell Road, 
just north of the fire station, is currently sited on the south side of a hill.  Traffic traveling from the north 
on Cornell Road climbs this small hill, often in excess of 50 miles per hour, and crests the hill just before 
it reaches the left turn for the entrance to the eastern cluster.  Such southbound traffic will be unable to 
see cars waiting to make the left turn to enter the eastern cluster until it is too late.  Even with the 
placement of a left turn lane here, the danger remains.  This hazardous blind spot has the potential to 
cause severe traffic accidents.  The DEIR should address this potential threat to human safety. 

Response: 

Traffic accidents are a safety issue, not an impact to the physical environment.  Consequently, CEQA 
does not required an analysis of traffic hazards (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a).  Nevertheless, a 
traffic accident analysis is included in the Draft EIR on pages III.L-11 through III.L-13, and III.L-29.  The 
analyses note that to minimize the risk of additional accidents in the vicinity of the project site, and to 
facilitate the safe movement of vehicles into and out of the project, the project access points have been 
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designed with left-turn lanes, deceleration and acceleration lanes, and will comply with County of Los 
Angeles sight distance criteria. 

Comment No. 45-13: 

The DEIR’s analysis of the project’s potential impacts to biological impacts is inadequate.  Specifically, 
the DEIR should analyze the project’s potential impacts to the mountain lion, bobcat, and other large 
mammals.  A National Park Service study indicated that these mammals are being poisoned by chemicals 
put out in residential communities to kill rodent pests.  (See attachments.)  The Triangle Ranch project 
will place a large residential population in the largely undisturbed habitat of mountain lions, bobcats, 
coyotes, etc.  Future residents may use rodenticides to combat rodent pests.  The DEIR should discuss the 
project’s potential to increase fatalities in large mammal populations. 

Response: 

Mammals observed on the project site and inferred to be present through observation of their tracks or 
other signs (including bobcats and mule deer) are discussed in on page III.F-15 (Section III.F, Biological 
Resources) of the Draft EIR.   Table III.F-3, Sensitive Faunal Species Observed or potentially Present On-
Site, indicates that there is a low-moderate potential for mountain lions to be present due to rarity; 
although they may pass through the area.  Project impacts to wildlife and wildlife corridors is discussed 
on pages III.F-39 and III.F-40 of the Draft EIR.   

The use of chemical pesticides and rodenticides are specifically prohibited on the project site by 
Mitigation Measure F-7.  

Comment No. 45-14: 

The DEIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts to biological resources is inadequate.  First, discussion in 
other sections of the DEIR of other impacts cannot substitute for a focused discussion of cumulative 
impacts to biological resources.  Furthermore, the EIR makes an unsupported conclusion on page III.F-49 
that because impacts from water quality, noise, and light and glare are less than significant, the combined 
impacts of those factors to biological resources will be insignificant.  This type of reasoning misses the 
point of cumulative impacts analysis pursuant to CEQA, which is to guard against “environmental 
damage [that] often occurs incrementally from a variety of small sources.”  (Kings County Farm Bureau 
v. City of Hanford 91990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 720.)  Significant environmental impacts should not be 
overlooked by “focusing on individual impacts rather than their collective significance.”  (Communities 
for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cak.App.4th 98, 118.)  The 
cumulative impacts analysis must take into account all impacts caused by the project and other past, 
present or foreseeable projects and gauge the overall effect to the biological resources of the project area. 

Response: 
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The discussion of cumulative impacts on page III.F-49 in the Draft EIR has been changed in the Final 
EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)) to indicate that the project’s incremental effect is not 
cumulatively considerable and therefore the cumulative impact associated with the project’s incremental 
effect and the effects of other projects is not is not significant.   

Comment No. 45-15: 

On behalf of our clients, we submit that the DEIR as currently drafted is not adequate as an informational 
document and cannot form the basis for a decision regarding the true environmental impacts of the 
project.  We urge the Regional Planning Commission to require that the EIR be revised to more 
accurately reflect the project’s impacts.  We further urge the Commission to require the project applicant 
to redesign the project in conformance with the parameters of Alternative 4, as described in the DEIR. 

Response: 

See Responses to Comment Nos. 45-1 to 45-14. 
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Commenter No. 46: Collen Holmes, September 20, 2006  

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site. The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 46-1 

Historically, SEA’s were developed because the County was under a State Mandate to identify the 
valuable natural resources of LA County.  Over the past 25 years, since the SEA’s have been in effect, 
scientific research has shown that isolated islands of flora and fauna cannot survive without protection.  
As you know, the County of Los Angeles is now in the process of seeking a better system of protecting 
wildlife linkages, and habitats, for flora and fauna. 

The Original SEA designation for the Triangle Ranch project managed was given a primary classification 
of 5 and a secondary classification of 7 on the England and Nelson report.  There are 8 criteria that 
designate an SEA.  Since that time, further scientific study has shown that it meets all the 8 criteria to 
make it an extremely valuable natural resource, and it has since been upgraded to reflect this.  Its 
classification is a primary class #1 which means that it is a (core) habitat for rare, endangered, or 
threatened plant or animal species.  This property type of SEA is considered a watershed SEA. 

Response: 

The project allows for development of a small proportion of the project site coupled with a commitment 
to substantial open space conservation and management. Because the project will result in the 
conservation of 265.87 acres of undisturbed open space and funding for implementation of a management 
plan to preserve and enhance the biological values of the open space, it represents an improvement from 
the no project alternative, which is not accompanied by any assurances regarding long-term conservation. 

Comment No. 46-2 

The property offers fresh water sources, nesting sites, plentiful food sources, protective shelter and 
wildlife movement areas, in terms of supporting wildlife and plants.  One of the unique features of the 
Santa Monica Mountains is that approximately 15% of all plant species occurring in California can be 
found in the Santa Monica Mountains and over 30% (275 species) were observed at this special site, 
including several sensitive species, according to the Biota Report.  The Lyon’s pentachaeta, a flower on 
this site, is a state and federally listed endangered plant along with the Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya 
which is federally threatened.  This site has many rare plants.  There are 87 oak trees on this site.  The 
Valley Oak woodlands, (Quercus lobata) are considered an endangered habitat on the global and state 
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lists.  This site holds the most extensive population of Lyon’s pentachaeta in the Santa Monica 
Mountains. 

Response: 

This comment, which restates the information found in the Draft, is acknowledged for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-3 

The site boasts a critical habitat linkage that provides linkage across Kanan and Cornell Roads.  The 
choke point at Liberty Canyon, which is a freeway underpass, is the only way that the wildlife can cross 
under the Ventura Freeway within the North Area Plan, which is 32 square miles.  Triangle Ranch is 
adjacent to this choke point. 

Response: 

Please see Response to Comment No. 8-72. 

Comment No. 46-4 

The NAP states on page A-96 paragraph 5 “A biological issue in the Santa Monica Mountains area is the 
preservation of habitat connectivity and linkages.  The National Park Service, California Department of 
Fish and Game, and the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy have all expressed concerns about the 
adverse effects of urbanization, particularly the fragmentation of habitat areas.”  It is critical that we don’t 
further cripple wildlife movement in Mede Creek Valley and the NAP. 

Response: 

Please see Response to Comment No. 8-72. 

Comment No. 46-5 

Lady Face Mountain flanks the other half of the property and is the most prominent land form in the area 
visible from the Ventura Freeway Corridor from Calabasas to Thousand Oaks.  It is dearly loved and 
protected in the city of Agoura Hills.  It stands at a commanding 1900’ elevation and acts as the steward 
to the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreational Area.  The National Park Service proposes to 
acquisition it in the future to further complete captivating more parks for all to enjoy. 

Response: 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the project is consistent with the City of Agoura Hills’ Ladyface Mountain 
Specific Plan (see pages III.I-6, III.I-7, III.I-30 and III.I-31.  The revised project would be sited on 18.8 
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acres (or 14.8%) of the project site ownership west of Kanan Road.  The remaining onsite portion of the 
Ladyface Mountain (approximately 85.2%) would be permanently preserved as conservation open space.  
Moreover, the project concentrates development in areas of Ladyface Mountain previously disturbed by 
earlier grading activities. 

Comment No. 46-6 

The property is located within the Medea Creek watershed.  This watershed is comprised of 4 
subdrainages, Medea Creek, Lindero Canyon Creek, Palo Comado Canyon and Cheseboro Canyon Creek.  
These are considered Blue Line Streams, which are federally protected.  In addition to these named 
streams, there are 2 unnamed Blue Line Stream drainages and 17 tributary natural drainages that feed into 
the Blue Line Streams.  The convergence of all the streams and tributaries feeds into Medea Creek which 
makes its way down to Malibou Lake.  Since the developing and concrete channeling of the streams 
upstream from the Medea Watershed, there have been 14 major floods since 1928.  Nine (9) of those 
floods occurred within the 90’s decade.  The watershed needs to be preserved not destroyed so that waters 
will be retained and not allowed to flood and damage homes and habitats downstream.  Allowing homes 
to be built instead of protecting sensitive and already impaired watersheds is a silent monster that will 
come back to haunt all those involved if this is not dealt with responsibly. 

Response: 

Hydrology and flood hazards are addressed in Section III. D of the Draft EIR.  As discussed therein, the 
proposed project would not increase the rate of stormwater runoff from the project site during the 50-year 
storm scenario.  Therefore, the project would not increase downstream flooding. The drainage concept for 
the currently proposed 61-lot project has not yet been submitted to the Department of Public Works for 
approval.  But, the revised 61-lot project reduces the project footprint of the development by 
approximately 8 acres, does not cause any drainage diversions and substantially follows the previously 
approved drainage concept plan scheme for the 81-lot project except to convey drainage of storm waters 
to locations onsite and downstream of those previously proposed for drainage from Street “D” and Street 
“E”.   

Comment No. 46-7 

If I could leave you with one though today, Honorable Planning Commissioners it is this, take a stand 
NOW, don’t allow this monstrous development go into the Santa Monica Mountains.  Give back what the 
community wants.  Give to the future generations this magnificent steward that has sat majestically 
through eons of time as a priceless gift to us all. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
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required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 47:   Collen Holmes, September 20, 2006  

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site. The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 47-1 

We are disheartened that with all of our efforts in meeting with the developer, that the plan does not show 
substantial changes, as we had expected.  It has gone from 71 to 66 homes, even after the Planning Staff 
had recommended Alternative 4. 

Response: 

The project has been further refined and incorporates some of the CPO’s recommendations.  For example, 
Street D has been redesigned resulting in less grading and fewer impacts to oak trees (see Figure FEIR-1). 

Comment No. 47-2 

Grading and building has increased with most current plan within the SEA.  It has increased from 157,600 
cubic yards (6 homes) to 161,600 (10) homes.  The knoll in the SEA ( that may still have a large stand of 
Lyon’s pentachaeta on it), is now graded with stepped lots creating a manufactured un-natural slope.  
Grading along Medea Creek’s bank on the Medea Creek Strip is still shown on the plan.  CPO does not 
see a reason for this, and has shown the applicant alternative locations for an entry point that would avoid 
major encroachment on sensitive habitat.  Still no grading plans have been provided after raising this 
issue on many occasions which accurately depicting the grading studies for this project.  Although 
attempts have been made by the applicant to show how softening would occur along Kanan Road, major 
grading would still need to occur.  Owning my own successful landscaping firm, it would be difficult to 
create the look that they are showing on their concept plans without substantial grading.  The area shown 
lushly planted out is extremely rocky often ladened with solid rock outcroppings.  How will they provide 
adequate soil for even native plants to establish themselves?  It is a conceptual plan that does not provide 
the community with the answers that we deserve and the future generations leading into the entrance of 
the Santa Monica Mountains under Lady Face Mountain.  It is inconsistent with the North Area Plan, 
grading an estimate of 353,700 cubic yards of dirt, and certainly is not compatible with the Significant 
Grading and Ridgeline Ordinance that was passed recently under the North Area Plan. 

Response: 

As discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, the grading footprint of the revised project design covers an 
area of approximately 27.39 acres. This is approximately 21.21 acres less than the grading footprint of the 
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previously proposed project, primarily as a result of the fewer lots east of Cornell Road.  The total 
quantity of earthwork under the revised project design is approximately 308,500 cubic yards of 
excavation.  This is approximately 189,921 cubic yards of excavation less than required by the previously 
proposed project. 

The revised project does not grade the knoll in the SEA (see Figure FEIR-5, in Section II).  Grading along 
the bank of Medea Creek in the northern portion of the project site has been reduce by the relocation of 
“D” Street.  

The landscape plan is included in Appendix L of this Final EIR.  The details of implementing the 
landscape plan will be developed in consultation with the responsible agencies including, but not 
necessarily limited to, the County biologist, Department of Public Works and the Department of Fish and 
Game. However, CEQA does not require an EIR to provide the type of detailed information regarding 
gardening techniques requested by the comment, see Topical Response No. 1.   

Contrary to the comment, preliminary grading plans are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR and are 
discussed in detail in the Draft EIR (see Response to Comment No. 8-10).  Furthermore, preliminary 
grading is shown for the revised project on Figure FEIR-1.  However, final grading plans must be based 
on an approved tract map.  Since the project has not been approved, no final grading plans can be 
prepared. 

Comment No. 47-3 

The applicant has submitted design guidelines that do not adequately express their intent on their project.  
Although, it does show that they plan to use a native plant material palette ( which is good), it does not 
clearly define to the community a final landscape plan depicting elevations, and lay-outs.  It is a very 
broad brush stroke and does not take into consideration the topography of the land.  It is not adequate in 
our opinion. 

Response: 

It is not technically feasible to prepare a final landscape plan depicting elevations and layouts when the 
project has not been approved.  Furthermore, CEQA does not require a final landscape plan (see Topical 
Response No. 1). 

Comment No. 47-4 

Trails- Although, CPO has had discussions with the applicant, and the applicant stated that a trail 
connection defining would occur, the plan does not depict the discussions that we have had showing the 
Zuma Ridge Trail aka Simi to the Sea Trail.  This trail had been connected through Agoura Hills and is 
the only North South Trail in the Santa Monica Mountains.  Where the applicant is showing the trail, is 
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not the location that we asked them to include it so that it would truly benefit those in the future.  CPO 
believes this is a critical issue. 

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 7. 

Comment No. 47-5 

The DEIR’s analysis of the cumulative impacts of Triangle Ranch and other related projects such as 
Agoura Village, Oak Creek Apartments, Vintage Homes, Heschel School is inadequate.  How are all of 
these potential projects or approved projects along with this proposed project, impact this sensitive 
environment?  Erosion in the creek, pollution in the creek, loss of habitat, severing of critical wildlife 
linkages have not be adequately addressed in the DEIR.  We believe this issue needs to be further 
addressed. 

Response: 

Cumulative impacts are discussed individually for each environmental concern in the Draft EIR.  Also, 
see Response to Comment No. 10-7. 

Comment No. 47-6 

Please make the right decision today and do not approve this plan.  CPO has been striving to try to come 
up with a plan that the community, the founding fathers of the NAP, and future generations can except.  
This was the only project that was allowed to be upgraded in density during the approving of the NAP.  It 
went from N-5 to N-2. 

20-30 homes should be the maximum allowed build-out in the significant unique property. 

Do not allow it to move forward until it is right. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 48:   Unidentified Commenter, September 20, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site. The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 48-1 

AT IT’S LAST METING THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION DEFINED A SET OF 
CRITERIA FOR REDESIGNING THE TRIANGLE RANCH PROJECT. 

THE PROJECT BEFORE YOU DOES NOT INCORPORATE THE CHANGES THAT THE 
APPLICANT WAS DIRECTED TO BRING BACK TO THIS MEETING OF THE COMMISSION. 

THE COMMISSION MAY APPROVE THE PROJECT BEFORE IT TODAY, BUT THIS PROJECT 
DOES NOT MEET THE COMMISSION’S DIRECTIONS AND CPO DOES NOT BELIEVE THE 
PROJECT BEFORE YOU IS CONSISTENT WITH EITHER THE COUNTY GENERAL PLAN OR 
THE NORTH AREA PLAN. 

YOU HAVE BEEN GRACIOUS ENOUGH TO ALLOW CPO REPRESENTATIVES A FINAL 
OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT COMMENTS FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION, AND FOR THIS 
COURTESY I THANK YOU. 

BUT MAJOR PROBLEMS EXIST WITH THE PROJECT DESIGN BEFORE YOU AND IT IS MY 
GOAL TO HIGHLIGHT JUST A FEW KEY ISSUES. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project was designed subsequent to the September 20, 2006.  It was designed to 
respond more fully to the comments from the Regional Planning Commission, staff and the public.  The 
revised project is described in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 48-2 

FIRST, LET ME INCORPORATE ALL OUR PREVIOUS COMMENTS.  CPO DOES NOT BELIEVE 
THAT THE COUNTY HAS ADEQUATELY RESPONDED TO OUR COMMENTS SUBMITTED ON 
THE PROJECT EIR. 

Response: 

It is the County’s procedure to respond to comments on the Draft EIR in the Final EIR. 
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Comment No. 48-3 

IN THE REMAINDER OF MY COMMENTS I WANT TO FOCUS ON THE MAJOR ISSUES OF 
INCONSISTENCY THE WE BELIEVE JUSTIFY, NO REQUIRE, DENIAL OF THE TRIANGLE 
RANCH PROJECT DESIGN BEFORE YOU. 

COUNTY GENERAL PLAN POLICY REQUIRES THAT SEAs MUST BE PRESERVED AND 
ENHANCED FOR FUTURE RESIDENTS AND THAT ANY PROPOSED USE MUST 
DEMONSTRATE A DEVELOPMENT IS “HIGHLY” COMPATIBLE WITH RESOURCE VALUES 
IN AN SEA.  CPO DOES NOT BELIEVE THE RPC CAN MAKE A SUBSTANTIATED FINDING 
THAT THIS PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THIS POLICY. 

Response: 

Regarding the revised project’s compatibility with the SEA Consistency Criteria, see Section II of this 
Final EIR.  With respect to NAPpolicy, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 48-5 

NAP POLICY IV-3d REQUIRES THAT NO NET REDUCTION IN THE # OF SPECIAL PLANTS BE 
PERMITTED BY A PROJECT.  TRIANGLE RANCH IS CLEARLY NOT CONSISTENT WITH THIS 
POLICY AS DESIGNED. 

Response: 

With respect to NAP Policy IV-3d, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 48-6 

NAP POLICY IV-9 REQUIRES PROTECTION OF NATURAL FEATURES WITHIN THE PLAN 
AREA.  TRIANGLE RANCH IMPOSES SIGNIFICANT GRADING WITH MAJOR CUT SLOPES IN 
THE SEA AND ON LADY FACE SLOPES.  AGAIN, TRIANGLE RANCH IS NOT CONSISTENT 
WITH THIS POLICY. 

Response: 

With respect to NAP Policy IV-9, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 48-7 

NAP POLICY IV-13 REQUIRES PROJECTS TO ADAPT TO THE NATURAL HILLSIDE 
TOPOGRAPHY.  TRIANGLE RANCH BRUTALLY CARVES THE LANDSCAPE AND 
THEREFORE VIOLATES THIS POLICY WITH MAJOR CUTS, SIGNIFICANT EARTH 
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MOVEMENT AND NONCONFORMANCE WITH ADAPTATION TO THE NATURAL HILLSIDE 
TOPOGRAPHY. 

Response: 

With respect to NAP Policy IV-13, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 48-8 

NAP POLICY IV-18 REQUIRES AN ADEQUATE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR DEVELOPMENTS 
WITHIN THE PLAN AREA.  NO FORMAL LANDSCAPE PLAN HAS BEEN SUBMITTED AND 
THIS PROJECT CANNOT DEMONSTRATE CONSISTENCY WITH THIS POLICY. 

Response: 

With respect to NAP Policy IV-18, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 48-9 

NAP POLICY VI-13 REQUIRES A PROJECT TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE LOCAL 
COMMUNITY.  THIS PROJECT IMPOSES A SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION IN A 
RURAL RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY.  TRIANGLE RANCH IS STILL TOTALLY 
INCOMPATIBLE AND INCONSISTENT WITH OUR EXISTING COMMUNITY. 

Response: 

With respect to NAP Policy VI-13, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 48-10 

I DON’T HAVE TIME TO REVIEW EVERY POLICY WITH WHICH TRIANGLE RANCH IS 
INCONSISTENT.  BUT YOU CAN SEE THE RATIONALE BEHIND CPO’S POSITION, AND THIS 
POSITION IS FURTHER SUPPORTED BY ADDITIONAL POLICY CONFLICTS LISTED IN 
CHAPTER iik OF THE EIR. 

CPO SUBMITS THAT THE RPC CANNOT LEGITIMATELY MAKE THE FINDINGS THAT THE 
TRIANGLE RANCH IS CONSISTENT WITH THE CGP AND NAP.  THE HARD DATA IN THE 
MATTER BEFORE YOU CLEARLY DEMONSTRATES THAT THIS PROJECT IS NOT 
CONSISTENT WITH THE APPLICABLE PLANS. 

THUS, CPO CONCLUDES THAT THE RPC MUST DENY THE PROJECT IN ITS PRESENT 
DESIGN CONFIGURATION OR VIOLATE BOTH THE CGP AND NAP. 

Response: 
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See Topical Response No. 3. 
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Commenter No. 49   Unidentified Commenter, September 20, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 49-1: 

The submittal is a copy of a petition for a writ of mandate.  The action challenges the approval by the 
Agoura Hills City Council of the approval of a resolution no. 06-1419 adopted by the City Council of the 
City of Agoura Hills certifying the program environmental impact report for the Agoura Village Specific 
Plan. 

Response: 

The writ does not relate to the specific project studied in the EIR, and does not require any specific 
response.  
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Commenter No. 50 Cornell Preservation Organization PO Box 1875 
Cornell, CA 91301 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61-lots on subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The responses provided herein have 
been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 50-1: 

Alternative No. 6 is designed to be a true environmental alternative to the proposed project. It is designed 
to be SEA compatible, avoid biological and visual resources, maintain wildlife corridors, avoid sensitive 
species, provide adequate buffers for the protection of Riparian habitat, and to be consistent with the 
Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan. 

Alternative No. 6 consists of 9 SFR to be developed in the area west of Kanan road, which is currently 
disrupted and graded. The lots vary from into 1 1/3 acres and are clustered. The plan calls for no 
development East of Cornell Road or between Kan and Cornell roads and dedication in fee title of this 
open space to an appropriate public entity capable of managing open space for resource protection. 

After careful examination CPO does not feel that development can occur within the SEA without 
violation of the SEA Compatibility Criteria or the North Area Plan. Any development between Kanan and 
Cornell would be extremely visible. Coupled with the lack of an appropriate buffer to the riparian habitat 
and Medea Creek, development in this area of the project site must also be avoided. 

The project footprint is decreased by approximately 70% to 13.02 acres (10.02 acres for developed lots, 2 
ac. roads, 1 ac. entry and landscape). 

• Grading: confined to the already disturbed area of the project site. Overall reduction of +80%. 

• Biological Resource: Protects biological resources: 

o Avoids sensitive species including lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Dudleya. 

o Wildlife Corridor is maintained 

o Creek and Riparian habitat are adequately buffered 

• No streetlights, curbs or gutters 

• Eliminates 70 foot cut slope in the SEA 
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• Eliminates retaining walls some reaching 30 feet in height. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR AND NORTH AREA PLAN CONSISTENT ALTERNATIVE aka 
ALTERNATIVE No. 6 

Alternative No. 6 is designed to be a true environmental alternative to the proposed project. It is designed 
to be SEA compatible, avoid biological and visual resources, maintain wildlife corridors, avoid sensitive 
species, provide adequate buffers for the protection of Riparian habitat, and to be consistent with the 
Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan. 

Alternative No. 6 consists of 9 SER to be developed in the area west of Kanan road, which is currently 
disrupted and graded. The lots vary from 1 to 1 1/3 acres and are clustered. The plan calls for no 
development East of Cornell Road or between Kanan and Cornell roads and dedication in fee title of this 
open space to an appropriate public entity capable of managing open space for resource protection. 

After careful examination CPO does not feel that development can occur within the SE without violation 
of the SEA Compatibility Criteria or the North Area Plan. Any development between Kanan and Cornell 
would be extremely visible. Coupled with the lack of an appropriate buffer to the riparian habitat and 
Medea Creek development in the area of the project site must also be avoided. 

The project footprint is decreased by approximately 70% to 13.02 acres (10.02 acres for developed lots, 2 
ac. roads, 1 ac. entry and landscape). 

GRADING 

No grading will occur East of Cornell Road or between Kanan and Cornell Road Any grading to take 
place on site would be remedial in nature since the integrity of the currently graded and disturbed area is 
suspect. The applicant maintains that it is impossible to locate records of this area in its natural state. This 
should not work in the applicants favor especially since the ownership has not changed since the grading 
on the site took place. The proposed project calls for the alteration of 46.8 acres of the project site; of 
these 10.2 acres has been previously disturbed. Alternative No. 6 calls for the disturbance of 
approximately 13 acres. The majority, 10 acres, of the disturbed area under Alternative No. 6 is the 
previously disturbed area west of Kanan road. 

The proposed project would require the excavation and embankment of approximately 500,000 cy. Much 
of the previously graded areas west of Kanan require removal of fill and recompaction while the area 
between Kanan and Cornell as well as east of Cornell road would require the grading of previously 
undisturbed areas of the project site. Alternative No. 6 eliminates this need, reducing the cut and fill east 
of Cornell and between Cornell and Kanan roads to zero. The proposed project would expand the graded 
area west of Kanan road to approximately twice its current footprint. Alternative 6 is concentrated on the 
currently disturbed area, reducing the cut and fill required in this area to under 200,000 cy. The total 
reduction in cut and fill would be in the area of 80+% and remedial in nature. 
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AIR QUALITY 

Short term air quality degradation is determined by the amount of soil disturbance. In this case the 
grading between Kanan and Cornell roads and east of Cornell road has been eliminated. The only grading 
would be in the previously disturbed area West of Kanan road. Total reduction in grading would be in the 
neighborhood of 80+% and a similar reduction in air quality degradation would be expected. 

STORMWATER DRAINAGE 

Fewer residents, 9 SFR versus the proposed Si SFR, will result in fewer 

impervious surfaces. The lot size would not render itself amenable to multiple outside /,,. y’ \ uses seen 
commonly on larger residential lots within the Rec Area. Existing residences C.. LI in proximity to the 
project site on 1 acre lots are usually limited in their use of impervious surfaces. The likelihood of horse 
keeping facilities (corrals, arenas, barns) and other recreational uses (tennis courts, etc) is difficult on lots 
of this size and not common. Area residences may have one outdoor use but rarely would you find 
multiple uses on lots of this size. 

Alternative No. 6 also eliminates several proposed roads on the project site. One access road would serve 
the 9 SFR west of Kanan. 

WATER QUALITY 

As with the proposed project BMP’s for short-term construction related water quality impacts on site 
would be implemented. 90% reduction in the number of residences would result in 90% fewer cars which 
proportionally reduce the amount of hydrocarbon pollutants leaked onto paved surfaces. Pesticide and 
Fertilizer use will also be reduced in proportion to the reduction of the overall project footprint of 70%. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: 

Alternative No. 6 is designed to protect biological resources. The footprint for this alternative lies almost 
exclusively within an area of the project site that has been previously disturbed, is currently fenced and 
sewing as a firewood cutting operation and rental space for several fulltime RV tenants. The site is at the 
most Northern corner of the project site, closest to the more urban area of Agoura Hills and the 101 
freeway interchange. Alternative No. 6 has a project footprint of 13.02 acres vs. the proposed project 
footprint of 46.8 acres; a 70 % reduction. A natural inference could be to limit the amount of habitat 
elimination to a 70% reduction but the quality of the habitat must also be considered. The majority of the 
remaining 30 plus acres of the proposed project is undisturbed, and isolated relative to the Alternative No. 
6 footprint. 

There are two culverts running underneath Kanan road immediately to the south of the Alternative No. 6 
footprint. The culverts serve as subterranean wildlife corridors, allowing area wildlife to move safely and 
discreetly from the large open spaces of Ladyface Mountain to the west, to Medea Creek a perennial 
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creek, across the much less traveled, and sparsely populated Cornell road into the SEA and beyond to the 
Liberty Canyon Wildlife Corridor to the east. Evidence of wildlife movement is common at these 
culverts; animals using the culverts include but are not limited to, coyotes, bobcats, raccoons, foxes etc. 
Without access to these culverts these animals would be relegated to precarious attempts to cross Kanan 
Road a brightly lit 50 mph which serves as one of the main access points to the Rec Area and the City of 
Malibu. The proposed project calls for the removal of these culverts. Their current location would become 
building lots. 

LYON’S PENTACHAETA and SANTA MONICA DUDLEYA 

Alternative No. 6 calls for the permanent dedication in fee title of all open space within the project site. 
Lyons Pentachaeta populations would not be impacted by Alternative No. 6, which calls for appropriate 
buffers of 50 feet or more. To be clear this is in addition to the brush clearance requirement of 200 feet. 
No development or landscaping should occur within 250 feet of lyons pentachaeta. The Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya population would also be undisturbed in the open space areas. The experimental 
method of relocation of the dudleya population is described in the DEIR as “risky” and therefore not a 
viable option. Funding for maintenance of the open space should include the adequate finding of a site 
specific recovery plan for both the lyons pentachaeta and the Santa Monica dudleya. 

Since at least 1999, the property owner has possessed an extensive biota report of the project site. Several 
areas of lyons pentachaeta habitat have been repeatedly disced by weed abatement vendors in recent 
years, leading to the taking of this federally endangered species. No taking permits have ever been 
requested of the Department of Fish and Game. The disced lyon’s pentachaeta areas are within the 
proposed projects footprint. 

The proposed location for the Zuma Ridge Trail also runs thru lyons pentachaeta and should be moved to 
an alternative location within the project site. 

This federally endangered species has already been compromised on site and additional loss should not 
take place. Alternative No. 6 avoids future impact to lyons pentachaeta on site as well as Santa Monica 
Dudleya, maintains wildlife corridors, protects riparian habitat and provides adequate buffers to protect 
these areas. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Alternative No. 6 reduces the project footprint to an area that is already disturbed and therefore the 
impacts to Cultural Resources will be further reduced and there will be no impact. 

NOISE 

The short term noise pollution associated with the grading on the project site should be reduced by the 
same proportion of the reduction of the overall project footprint of 70%, to a less than significant level. 
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VISUAL QUALITIES 

The proposed project will result in significant impacts to visual resources. Alternative No. 6 reduces all 
visual resource impacts east of Cornell road and between Cornell and Kanan roads. The reduced footprint 
west of Kanan preserves two prominent ridges, one to the north of the 9 SFR and one to the south. These 
ridges run perpendicular to Kanan road and provide natural Sound and light buffers. The 9 SFR would be 
visible from Kanan road where it abuts the actual project footprint. 

All visual impacts of the proposed project site east of Cornell are eliminated as are the impacts of the 
highly visible residences proposed between Kanan and Cornell road. The large retaining walls in the 
proposed project are no longer necessary. Streetlights, curbs and sidewalks are no longer necessary, 
eliminating the appearance of a suburban development. The impact of visual qualities in Alternative No. 6 
should be reduced to a less than significant level after mitigation; the dedication of approximately 300 
acres of open space. 

LIGHT AND GLARE 

Alternative No. 6 will result in fewer sources of residential night lighting. In addition the preservation of 
the ridges to the immediate north and south of the Alternative No. 6 footprint will act as light buffers. The 
9 residences will still be clustered but the density will be reduced from the proposed projects 24-30 
residences in the same location. Light and glare will be further reduced and to a less than significant level. 

LAND USE COMMUNITY 

CPO agrees with the DEIR conclusion that the project is inconsistent with the SMMNAP. CPO does not 
agree with the DEIR position that the proposed project is compatible with the density and existing pattern 
of residential development, and open space adjacent to the project site. Assuming for the sake of 
argument that the slope density calculations are correct, the number of units may be consistent with the 
SMMNAP. However the nature of the development, per the DEIR violates over 24 points of the 
SMMNAP. Many of these issues have been ignored in an attempt to develop the maximum number of 
allowable units. Development of the maximum number of allowable units should not negate the 
importance of the SMMNAP and its stated goals. Inclusion of a maximum number of lots for this 
particular property within the SMMNAP does not grant the applicant a defacto exclusion from the rest of 
the SMMNAP stated goals and objectives. 

Please refer to the attached North Area Plan analysis. 

TRAFFIC AND ACCESS 

The DEIR assumes the proposed project will contribute 854 trips per day to area - roadways. The 
reduction in residences by 90% will reduce this to 95 trips per day (a 90°,’ reduction). The alternative like 
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the proposed project would not lead to a significant impact at any of the study intersections or two-lane 
roadway segments. 

The proposed project would contribute to cumulative impacts at intersections of Kanan and Canwood 
Street and Kanan and Agoura road. The impacts of the Alternative would be 90% less than those of the 
proposed project and could be mitigated by a fair share of the costs of improvement. 

FIRE PROTECTION 

The residences in Alternative No. 6 would be subject to the same fire hazards as the proposed project. 
Theoretically, the decreased demand for fire protection and emergency services should be reduced by the 
number of residences and the reduction of the project footprint. CPO would argue that since the proposed 
development east of Cornell road would be eliminated under the Alternative No. 6, the reduction is even 
greater. CPO also questions the conclusion in the DEIR that the projects significant impacts on fire 
protection can be reduced to a less than significant level after the payment of a developer Fee on 
construction. While the impacts on fire protection infrastructure may be mitigated the impacts on safety to 
fire protection personnel cannot be mitigated when multimillion dollar residences are placed so deeply in 
a historic and deadly fire corridor. 

SHERIFF’S SERVICES 

Demand would be reduced by 90% and remain at a less than significant level. 

EDUCATION 

Demand would reduce the number of anticipated students by 90% and be mitigated by development fees. 
It should be stated that all the schools in the LVUSD the will be impacted are currently over populated. 

LIBRARIES 

Demand would be reduced by 90% and remain less than significant after the payment of any levied 
Library Facilities Mitigation Fees. 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

Residents in either the proposed project or the Alternative would rely on the City of Agoura Hills for 
access to parks and recreational facilities. Demand would be reduced by 90% under Alternative No. 6. 
Impacts would only be mitigated if the County shares Qumiby Fees with the City of Agoura Hill& 

UTILITIES—WATER, SEWAGE, SOLID WASTE REMOVAL, ELECTRICITY AND NATURAL 
GAS 
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The Alternative, like the proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new water, 
wastewater, or other utility facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. In every case the Alternative 
reduces impacts and they remain less /‘than significant. 

RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT OBJECT1VES 

• To create a semi-rural “clustered” residential community (that avoids the appearance of a “tract” 
development. 

• To minimize grading disturbance and human and domestic animal intrusions into the majority of 
the project site. 

• Preserve to the greatest extent possible the natural character of the site and the surrounding 
environment. 

• Concentrate development on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the property while 
preserving the more sensitive resources. 

• Preserve area’s semi-rural ambiance by maintaining development setbacks from public roadways, 
minimizing or avoiding street lighting and avoiding construction of sidewalks, curbs and gutters. 

• To preserve as many coast live oaks and other sensitive plant species, such as the lyons 
pentachaeta as possible. 

• To landscape the development area primarily with native vegetation and local building materials. 
Alternative No.6 calls for the submittal of a landscape plan in the DEIR. 

• To site and design the proposed development to protect the significant scenic vistas and features 
in particular the plan seeks to preserve Ladyface Mountain and major ridgelines by: 

o Siting lots and roadways to avoid breaking ridgeline views; and 

o Concentrating development in previously disturbed areas. 

• To minimize grading by concentrating development on the gentler slopes. 

• To provide high-quality housing for local and area residents to meet existing and future needs of 
those desiring to live in the Santa Monica Mountains and to help alleviate the severe housing shortage 
in the greater Los Angeles region. 

• To locate residential development in proximity to existing infrastructure and services, and 
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• To develop the site in conformance with the goals and policies of the Los Angeles County 
General Plan, the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan and to the extent possible, the General 
Plan of the City of Agoura Hills. 

CONCLUSION 

Alternative No. 6 meets all of the Project Objectives while reducing the 4 significant impacts to a less 
than significant level. The alternative is semi-rural and clustered residential development, grading is 
reduced to a previously disturbed area; the natural character of the site is protected. The project 
footprint is confined to a previously disturbed and least environmentally sensitive portion of the site. 
The reduction in the number of residences allows for the elimination of most of the tell tale signs of 
suburban development (sidewalks, street lighting, curbs etc). Lyons pentachaeta, Santa Monica 
Mountains Dudleya and coast live oaks are preserved and protected in the open space dedication. 

Response: 

The comment provides a detailed analysis of the CPO’s suggested alternative.  The analysis correctly 
indicates that an alternative that permits only nine single-family homes clustered in a previously disturbed 
portion of the project site would reduce project-related impacts.  The logical extension of the argument 
presented in the comment letter is that the development of only one single-family home on the 320.3-acre 
site would further reduce the impacts caused by the 9-unit alternative.  Carrying this argument one-step 
further leads to the inevitable conclusion that the No Project is environmentally superior.  The Draft EIR 
acknowledges this conclusion, see page V-60.  The project applicant has rejected the suggested alternative 
because it fails to meet the applicant’s objective to provide high-quality housing for local and area 
residents to meet existing and future needs of those desiring to live in the Santa Monica Mountains and to 
help alleviate the severe housing shortage in the greater Los Angeles region.  With respect to NAP policy, 
see Topical Response No. 3. 
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Commenter No. 51:  Elizabeth French, 24328 Bridle Trail Road, Hidden Hills, CA 
(Submitted March 27, 2007) 

Response to Comment No. 51-1: 

The submittal consists of pro forma scenarios for a 50 lot CPO alternative and Alternative 4.  For 
comparative purposes, see Topical Response No. 5 and the applicant's financial feasibility analysis in 
Appendix N.  Although not required under CEQA, the financial feasibility analysis addresses each of the 
alternatives discussed in the DEIR, including Alternative 4.  That analysis determined that Alternative 4 
was economically infeasible.  CEQA does not require an assessment of every potential project alternative; 
nonetheless, the analysis in Appendix N includes sufficient information to determine the feasibility of the 
CPO proposal, which is substantially similar to Alternative 4.  Since the submittal does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, no additional 
response is required pursuant to CEQA.   

To provide additional information for the decision-maker, the following is an analysis of the potential 
environmental impacts of the 50 lot CPO alternative and Alternative 4, which was assessed in the Draft 
EIR:   

As discussed in the Draft EIR (page V-33), the intent of Alternative 4 was to reduce impacts to SEA No. 
6.  This was achieved by reducing the number of lots on the east side of Cornell Road from 27 to 12, 
avoiding impacts to Drainage M and eliminating the eastern extension of the Street E cul-de-sac.  The 
revised 61-lot alternative achieves even more reduction of impacts to the SEA than does Alternative 4.  
The revised project provides 10 homes within the SEA, compared to 12 homes under Alternative 4.  The 
revised project substantially reduces the extent of grading within the SEA, and results in less landform 
alteration, less intrusion into undisturbed habitat and fewer and smaller manufactured slopes.  
Furthermore, the revised project also avoids impacts to Drainage M and eliminates the eastern extension 
of the Street E cul-de-sac.   

The following are the conclusions drawn from an analysis of the new 50-lot alternative presented by Ms. 
Holmes for the Cornell Preservation Organization. In general, it was found that the alternative plan 
proposed by CPO does not really demonstrate any new development ideas or strategies, nor does it reduce 
any impacts to the site that have not already been covered by one of the previous site plan alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIR.  In fact, the CPO site plan is very similar to Alternative Site Plan No. 4 
currently depicted in the EIR.  Lastly, as discussed below, the CPO alternative creates many impacts that 
have been eliminated by the revised 61-lot project. 

Site Planning and Grading 

1. The proposed development scheme for the CPO alternative plan proposes 50 lots for the 320.3 
acre site including 46 lots to be located in areas along Kanan Road.  Of these 46 lots, seven of 
them are smaller in total area than the 10,000 sq-foot lot size required by County code. 
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2. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed location and grading for Lots 3 through 11 extends 
further south, and further up the existing slopes of Lady Face Mountain than the proposed grading 
indicated on the 61-lot Tentative Tract 52419 project scheme. 

3. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed lotting and grading of Lots 3, 5, 14 and 15 impact 
surveyed locations of the sensitive plant Lyon’s pentachaeta.  In contrast, the revised project is 
currently configured so that there are no direct impacts to any of the Lyons pentachaeta or the 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. 

4. Under the CPO alternative, at least ten lots (Numbers 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 18, and 21) and 
perhaps more, show less than sufficient building pad areas.  These lots will not allow for twenty-
foot front yard driveway set backs without necessitating “custom” home construction to 
accommodate split-elevation architecture or other means to recapture needed living area in the 
homes. 

5. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed street intersection of Street “A” and Kanan Road causes 
a 4-way “urbanized” intersection that has been opposed by both Regional Planning and the Board 
of Supervisors. In contrast, the revised project is currently designed to separate entrance streets on 
the east and west sides of Kanan Road, and provides for dedicated left turn pockets into each of 
the streets.  This configuration has been approved by Public Works. 

6. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed lot configuration on the east side of Kanan Road, above 
Medea Creek does not appear to utilize areas of previously disturbed soils to locate the proposed 
lots, and instead proposes a grading and property line  footprint that extends outside the proposed 
grading limits of the 61-lot Tentative Tract 52419.  This excessive grading is south of Street “A”, 
adjacent to Lot 46. 

7. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed alignment of Street “A”, adjacent to Lot 44, will 
necessitate a fill area of a slope descending to Medea Creek so that Street “A” can be constructed 
in its proposed location.  In contrast, the revised 61-lot project does not cause any fill to be placed 
in or along the banks of Medea Creek. 

8. Under the CPO alternative, the “Conservation Easement” identified as being on Lot 44 (reference 
should actually be made on the CPO site plan to Lot 46), is not necessary if this area is not being 
graded.  It appears that Lots 45 and 46 are shown to include the additional area so that they can 
meet the minimum 10,000 sq-foot lot size.   

9.    Under the CPO alternative, Lot 42, shown as a “Flag” lot, will need to meet the standards of the 
County Fire Department. The revised 61-lot project, which has been approved by the Fire 
Department, does not include any “Flag” lots. 
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10. Drainage courses descending along the northerly face of Lady Face Mountain will direct 
relatively large flows of storm runoff and “burned-bulked” debris behind Lots 7 through 11.  The 
revised 61-lot project uses a debris retention basin to control drainage in this location in lieu of 
placing lots there.  Under the CPO alternative, no provisions for a similar basin have been made 
for this project in the same general vicinity, however a much smaller debris basin is proposed 
further downhill, adjacent to Lot 2 (refer to Item No. 11 below).  It appears that the basin shown 
on the CPO site plan does not have the sufficient debris retention capacity as shown for the basin 
on the 61-Lot Tentative Tract 52419.   

11. Under the CPO alternative, the grading and location of the designated debris basin adjacent to 
Kanan Road and Lot 2, is situated adjacent to and may impact the surveyed locations of the 
sensitive plant Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya. The revised 61-Lot project does not cause any 
direct impacts to any of the Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya. 

12. County roadway design standards put a cap on an allowable street gradient at 10%.  The access 
proposed for the CPO Site Plan from Kanan Road, stretching westerly upward to the highest 
building pads located near Lots 11, 12, and 13, will require a 10% street slope for nearly the 
entire length of the roadway.  This long ascending street gradient, with a climb of approximately 
85 feet vertically, will cause less than ideal conditions for driving and parking on the street, for 
ease in entering and exiting cars and the need to turn wheels of cars to assist in eliminating cars 
from rolling while parked as well as possibly causing cars to reach excessive speeds.  In contrast, 
the revised 61-lot project’s street and grading design accomplishes the same vertical climb of 85 
feet, but does so along a longer reach of roadway, with less street gradient and flattened slope 
through the street intersections. 

13. The 10% street grading on the CPO Site Plan also causes large elevation differences in the grades 
of adjacent building pads which will require both graded slopes and/or retaining walls between 
the lots to mitigate the elevation changes.  While retaining walls may be expensive to construct, 
graded slopes between lots will reduce building pad areas, thus reducing or limiting the potential 
sizes of homes to be constructed on the lots. 

14. Of the four residential lots proposed by CPO on Cornell Road, only two of them have contiguous 
frontage, and thus access rights to Cornell Road.  Lots 47 and 48 do not have access rights to 
Cornell Road, and thus will need to take access via an access easement through lots 49 and/or 50.  
This access will most likely be proposed as a private driveway so as to not impact significantly 
the available building pad area of the lots and will require approval by the County Fire 
Department.  In contrast, the revised 61-lot project, which has been approved by the Fire 
Department, does not include any “Flag” lots and provides direct street access to all of its 
proposed lots. 
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15. Although not evident from the site plan, grading of 2:1 cut slopes or construction of retaining 
walls will be required on Lot 47, and possibly 48 to provide an adequate area for building 
construction. 

Based on the foregoing analysis, the CPO plan is not buildable with 50 lots but instead the likely 
buildable total is 35 to 41 lots. 

Lastly, the alternative suggested by the CPO is a refinement of the alternative CPO previously submitted 
and a melding of ideas from that earlier alternative and Alternatives 4 and 5 presented in the Draft EIR.  
The incremental adjustments presented by the new alternative do not constitute significant new 
information that is substantially different from the EIR alternatives.  Rather, the alternative suggests a 
development of 50 homes, which falls within the range of 44 homes (Alternative 4) and 81 homes (the 
previously proposed project) already assessed by the Draft EIR.  Furthermore, a review of the alternative 
reveals that the development footprint of the CPO alternative is substantially the same as the development 
footprints already addressed by the Draft EIR.  For example, the CPO alternative attempts to place the 
majority of homes within the footprint of previously disturbed portions of the project site; it attempts to 
locate homes on the gentler slopes of the project site; and it attempts to avoid sensitive plant species.  All 
of these objectives are approached in similar manners as they are in the revised project and the 
alternatives previously assessed in the Draft EIR.  In fact, the CPO alternative shuffles homes around 
within the project’s development footprint, but does not introduce any new elements that have not already 
been assessed.  Accordingly, the CPO alternative does not constitute “significant new information” within 
the meaning of CEQA section 15088.5.   
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Commenter No. 52:  Serena Friedman, 28705 Wagon Road, Agoura, CA 91301, 
December 15, 1999 (Submitted March 27, 2007). 

Response to Comment No. 52: 

The commenter has submitted a letter to the Board of Supervisors which was originally addressed to the 
Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (dated December 15. 1999).  The letter expresses 
general opposition to further development in the commenter’s neighborhood, but does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a 
response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   
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Commenter No. 53:  Serena Friedman, 28705 Wagon Road, Agoura, CA 91301, 
April 17, 2000 (Submitted March 27, 2007). 

Response to Comment No. 53: 

The commenter has submitted a letter to the Board of Supervisors which was originally addressed to the 
Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (dated April 17, 2000).  The letter address the North 
Area Plan and the planning process, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to 
CEQA.   
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Commenter No. 54:  Wona Green, Agoura Hills, Submitted March 27, 2007 
 

Response to Comment No.  54-1: 

The comment states an opinion that it is more profitable to build one home on a lot than two homes on a 
particular lot in Agoura, if the lot is an acre or less and if it is zoned for horses.  Presumably, the point of 
this comment is that the project applicant could make more money if the project were redesigned to be a 
horse-oriented community with fewer, but larger lots.  This appears to be a critique of the project rather 
than a stated specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, it should be noted that the Draft 
EIR includes Alternative 2, a large-lot (5-acre minimum) horse-oriented ranchette development, similar to 
the existing large-lot developments on Wagon Road, just south of the project site.   

Response to Comment No.  54-2: 

The commenter has included a series of statistical real estate charts. Presumably, these charts support 
Comment No. 54. However, as the charts do not support a stated specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   
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Commenter No. 55: Mr. And Mrs. Wayne Grekco, 3340 Cornell Road, Agoura, 
CA 91301  Submitted March 5, 2007 

Response to Comment No.  55-1: 

This comment expresses opposition to the revised project, does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 56:   Mark Horns, 29337 Lake Vista Drive, Malibou Lake, CA 
  Submitted March 27, 2007 

Response to Comment No.  56-1: 

The geologic maps presented in the Draft EIR (i.e., Figures III.A-1A and III.A-1B) are reproductions of 
the original geotechnical report maps.  The locations of all bore holes and trenches are shown on the 
maps. Full size maps are included in the Technical Appendices and were available for public review at 
local libraries and at the County Department of Regional Planning.  Additionally, copies of the Technical 
Appendics were available for purchase from the Planning Deparment.  Lastly, the geotechnical maps were 
included at full scale in the CD of the Draft EIR and Technical Appendices, and these were also available 
for purchase through the Planning Department 

Response to Comment No. 56-2: 

Catchment fills are an example of debris flow control systems designed to mitigate potential debris flow 
hazards to future homes on the project site.  Should a debris flow be intercepted by a catchment fill, the 
debris would require removal in order for the system to continue to provide protection for the homes. The 
bulk flow storm drains are part of the drainage system.  Rather than retaining debris in basins upslope of 
the development area, the project’s proposed drainage system allows debris to discharge into Medea 
Creek, as it does in the natural condition.  Contrary to the comment, the bulked flow storm drains are not 
designed to intercept excess sediment generated after wildfires.  Rather, the storm drains are oversized to 
accommodate peak bulked runoff, which would occur shortly after a wildfire.  The effect of increasing the 
time of concentration is discussed on page III.D-11 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 56-3: 

As discussed in the Draft EIR (Section III.D, Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology) the project’s hydrology 
quantities were calculated using the County of Los Angeles’ Time of Concentration (TC) and Modified 
Rational Method (MORA) computer programs to compare the 50-year storm frequency runoff of existing 
and developed site conditions.  The results of those computer models indicate the project would reduce 
peak runoff rates.  The hydrology study for the previous 66-lot site design was reviewed and approved by 
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.   

Response to Comment No. 56-4: 

As indicated in Section III.A, Geotechnical Hazards, of the Draft EIR, the Calabasas Formation does not 
occur on the project site.  The site is underlain by a sequence of the Conejo Volcanics and minor 
sedimenatry rock of the Modelo Formation.  Generally, the bedrock on the project site is very hard and is 
not highly erodible.  
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Commenter No. 57:  Sheri Soladar, 23586 Calabasasa Road, Calabasas, CA 
91302, Submitted March 27, 2007 

Response to Comment No. 57-1: 

The commenter has submitted a letter that appears to be an assessment of the sales potential of the 
proposed project.  The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   
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Commenter No. 58:  Penny Suess, 30473 Mulholland Highway, #179, Aogura CA 
91301 , March 27, 2007 

Response to Comment No. 58-1: 

This comment expresses opposition to the revised project, does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 59: Mary Wiesbrock, P.O. Box 1284, Agoura, CA 91376  
Submitted March 26, 2007 

Response to Comment No. 59-1: 

The revised 61-lot project requested by the Board of Supervisors eliminates all direct impacts to the 
Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. 

Response to Comment No. 59-2: 

The revised 61-lot project would remove 17 oak trees including 2 heritage trees, and would encroach 
upon 10 other oak trees.  The proposed project would have adverse, but less-than-significant impacts to 
other sensitive plant species (see Draft EIR Section III. F, Biological Resources).  With respect to the 
project’s impact to wildlife corridors, see Topical Response No. 8. 

Response to Comment No. 59-3: 

The revised 61-lot project reduces impacts to on-site streams, and would have less-than-signficant water 
quality impacts (see Topical Response No. 4). 
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Commenter No. 60:  Warren Willig, 31135 Lobo Vista, Agoura, CA 91301 March 
27 2007 

Response to Comment No. 60-1: 

The revised project avoids all direct impacts to both the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya.  As discussed in Section III.F of the Draft EIR, impacts to other plants of interest 
would be less-than-significant.  With respect to the Lyon’s pentachaeta, project site has not been listed as 
critical habitat by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (see Topical Response No. 6).   

Response to Comment No. 60-2: 

See Response to Comment No. 60-1. 

Response to Comment No. 60-3: 

This comment provides information about the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, but does but does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   

Response to Comment No. 60-4: 

The Project EIR includes measures to protect these species (see revised Mitigation Measures F-1 through 
F-4, Section III, Corrections and Additions of this Final EIR.). Also, see Response to Comment No. 2-7.  
Also, see the project’s Landscape Plan (Appendix L) and Fuel Modification Plan (Appendix M-3). 
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Commenter No. 61:  Warren Willig, Triunfo-Lobo Community Association, No 
Address, March 26, 2007 

Response to Comment No. 61-1: 

With respect to the revised project’s conformance with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3. 
The project will comply with the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation’s trail design 
standards, after the Parks Department selects a trail alignment (for further discussion, see Topical 
Response No. 7). 

Response to Comment No. 61-2: 

The orientation of lots is shown on the site plan, see Figure FEIR II-1. The orientation of individual 
homes on the lots will be addressed by the builders when applying for building permits. The revised site 
plan has eliminated retaining walls visible from Kanan Road.  

Response to Comment No. 61-3: 

The traffic study for the previously proposed 66-lot site plan has been reviewed by the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works.  That review concurred with the conclusions of the traffic study that 
the project would not have a significant affect on traffic conditions (see Appendix O).  A subsequent 
weekend traffic study was also conducted for the 66-lot site plan, which showed the project would not 
have a significant impact on weekend traffic (see Response to Comment No. 8-121 for details of the 
weekend traffic study).  The recommendation that no parking be permitted along Cornell or Kanan Roads 
has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment No. 61-4: 

Contrary to the comment, Draft EIR Section III.D, Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology, contains a detailed 
discussion of the project’s drainage study and proposed drainage improvements.  The hydrology study 
and drainage concept for the previous 66-lot design has been reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works. In addition, Draft EIR Section III.E, Water Quality, contains a detailed 
discussion of the project’s compliance with state and local programs designed to minimize such impacts 
as siltation.  The recommendation that the project should use permeable material to reduce runoff to 
creeks has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 61-5: 

The revised project would remove 17 oak trees and would encroach upon another ten trees.  Plans for fuel 
modification within pentachaeta habitat have been coordinated with the Fire Department, which  has set 
the conditions for such fuel modification (see Appendix M). 

Response to Comment No. 61-6: 
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The issue of night lighting is addressed in Section III.K of the Draft EIR.  The analyses conclude that with 
the implementation of the required mitigation measures and the approval of the applicant’s request for the  
Advisory Agency to waive the standard requirements for street lights, night lighting impacts would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level (for further discussion of night lighting,see Responses to 
Comment Nos. 8-95 and 9-8).  

 Response to Comment No. 61-7: 

The project applicant has requested that the Advisory Agency waive the standard requirements for curbs 
and gutters.  The recommendation that there be no “v” ditches exposed concrete, and that all surfaces 
have rock cladding has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 61-8: 

The revised project proposes to develop 11 homes between Kanan and Cornell Roads.  The development 
area does not intrude into Medea Creek.  The recommendation that runoff not be allowed to drain to 
Medea Creek has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  The grading plan for the 
revised project avoids grading the “knoll”.  The revised site plan does not restrict development on the east 
slope of Ladyface Mountain to the 10.2 acres that were previously graded.  However, the revised site plan 
preserves all significant ridgelines designated by the North Area Plan.  As proposed, the revised site plan 
does not include stepped lots. 

Response to Comment No. 61-9: 

The project’s Design Guidelines are included in Appendix K.  The comment’s design recommendations 
have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

 



1

2

Comment Letter 62

3

4



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-394 

Commenter No. 62:  Chet Yabitsu, Submitted March 27, 2007 

Response to Comment No. 62-1 
 

The previously proposed 81-lot project and the revised 61-lot project have been reviewed by the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department and the Sheriff’s Office.  Neither department has expressed a concern 
regarding the project’s effect on emergency evcacuation needs.  As discussed in detail in Response to 
Comment No. 8-121, a weekend traffic analysis was conducted for the previously proposed 66-lot project.  
The results of the weekend analysis indicate that the traffic from the larger 66-lot project would not 
exceed the significance criteria.  Therefore, the traffic impact from the smaller revised 61-lot project 
would not be significant and mitigation is not required. 

Response to Comment No. 62-2 

As discussed in greater detail in Response to Comment No. 10-7, the Draft EIR’s cumulative traffic 
analysis identifies specific project’s that have been proposed for the area subsequently defined as the 
Agoura Village Specific Plan Area, whereas the City’s Specific Plan only identifies total potential 
buildout. The list of related projects provided in the Draft EIR (Table II-1) includes one City of Agoura 
project that is no longer on the City's list of pending and approved projects.  That project is the Riverwalk 
project, which proposed 336 apartments, 93,000 square feet of office and 19,000 square feet of restaurant 
space. The inclusion of the Riverwalk project in the proposed project’s cumulative analysis may result in 
an overstatement of cumulative impacts, but does not invalidate the assessment of cumulative impacts 
presented in the Draft EIR.  

Contrary to the comment, the planned traffic circle at Kanan and Agoura Roads will ease traffic 
conditions at that intersection, rather than exacerbate them.  The analysis in the Draft EIR, which was 
prepared before the traffic circle was planned, indicated a potential significant impact at that intersection.  
However, with the traffic circle improvements, that impact has been eliminated (see Section II, 
Description of Revised Project Design).  

Response to Comment No. 62-3 

Contrary to the comment, traffic accident hazards and history on Cornell Road are discussed in Section 
III.L of the Draft EIR.  Furthermore, line-of-sight and access are issues of importance to the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works, which is responsible for reviewing and approving all roadway 
improvements.  The various versions of the proposed project have been repeatedly reviewed by Public 
Works to ensure the project meets all of the County’s requirements.  Lastly, the number of homes on 
Cornell have been limited.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, the 81-lot project would have developed 27 
homes on Cornell Road.  In the revised project, the number of homes on Cornell have been reduced to 10 
homes. 
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Response to Comment No. 62-4 

Kanan Road in the project vicinity has a northwest/southeast alignment.  Drivers in vehicles entering 
Kanan from the project site would look northwest and southeast to determine whether it was safe to make 
the turn.  However, in the late afternoon, the sun is in the west behind Ladyface Mountain.  Therefore, the 
sun would not create a hazard in the late afternoon.  Furthermore, all right-turns in and out of the project 
site would be via acceleration and deceleration lanes and left turns would be via left-turn pockets; these 
roadway improvements would further minimize potential conflicts with Kanan Road traffic. 
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Commenter No. 63:    Joan Yabitsu, Submitted March 27, 2007 

 
Response to Comment No. 63-1 
 

The revised 61-lot project requested by the Board of Supervisors is consistent with the North Area Plan 
(see Topical Response 3).  The comment does not specify which environmental issues have not been 
adequately addressed; therefore, no reponse is required.  It is not clear with which aspects of CEQA the 
applicant does not comply.  However, the Final EIR was prepared in compliance with the provisions of 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 63-2 

Per the instructions of the Board of Supervisors, the project applicant has prepared a revised 61-lot project 
that addresses the Board’s concerns. 

Response to Comment No. 63-3 

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 63-4 

This comment expresses an opinion about the applicant, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 63-5  

This comment expresses an opinion about the applicant and opposition to the project, but does not state a 
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the EIR.  Therefore, a 
response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. PETITION:  Petition, Various Signers, (Submitted March 27, 2007) 

Response to Comment No. PETITION-1: 

The submittal consists of a petition in opposition to the project.  The petion is signed by 33 individuals.  
With respect to the revised project’s conformance with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3. 
The project’s impacts to biological resources are discussed in Section III.F of the Draft EIR.  Also see 
Topical Response No. 6.  The project’s impacts to water quality are discussed in Section III.E of the Draft 
EIR.  Also see Topical Response No. 4   
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Commenter No. 64: Angel, Frank P. Angle Law, 3250 Ocean Park Boulevard, 
#300, Center for Biological Diversity 

Comment: 

Noted in comment letters 

Response: 

Two letters were received from the Law Offices of Frank P. Angel.  See Responses to Comment Letters 
No. 33 and 45 dated June 21, 2006 and Sept 19, 2006 respectively. 
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Commenter No. 65: Artson, Bradley S., 15600 Mulholland Drive, Los Angeles,                       
CA 90077, American Jewish University 

Comment: 

Favor the project for its charitable benefits to the broader community. Support appeal. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 66: Arviv, Blythe, (no address given), CPO 

Comment: 

No comment given. 

Response: 

No response required. 
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Comment No. 67: Baron, Robert, 4145 Cornell Road., CPO 

Comment: 

Against 66 homes destroying the gateway to SM. Mountains. 

Response: 

The proposed plan has been revised and now has a total of 61 single-family houses, five less than the 66 
houses in the previous site plan that was denied by the Regional Planning Commission.  With respect to 
the project site being the gate to the Santa Monica Mountains, see Response to Comment No. 11-1.  With 
respect to “destroying the gateway”, it should be remembered that the revised project would occupy 
approximately 27.39 acres, or 8.6% of the total site area.  The remaining area would be preserved as 
conservation open space. 
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Commenter No. 68              Beck, Melanie, 401 W. Hillcrest Drive, Thousand  
       Oaks CA 91360, National Park Service 

Comment: 

Agency input on avoiding impacts to park resources. 

Response: 

The speaker’s comments are contained in the transcript to the Board of Supervisor’s Public Hearing (see 
FEIR Appendix J-5).  Responses to the speaker’s comments are provided in FEIR Section IV.G, 
Responses to Written Comments – Board of Supervisors Public Hearing of March 27, 2007. 
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Commenter No. 69: Berke, Jonathan, 3620 Patrick Henry Place,   
 Agoura Hills CA 91301, CPO 

Comment: 

Proposed development too dense – adverse impact to area. 

Response: 

The project has been revised and now proposes a total of 61 single-family houses.  This is 20 houses less 
than the 81 evaluated in the Draft EIR and 5 houses less than the number proposed in the site plan that 
was denied by the Planning Commission.  With a project area of 320.3 acres, the overall revised project 
has a density of one dwelling per 5.25 acres.  With respect to adverse impacts, the revised project 
mitigates all impacts to less-than-significant levels, with the exception of short-term construction-related 
air quality and noise impacts, and long-term visual qualities impacts (loss of open space) and biological 
resources impacts (loss of habitat)  which would remain significant after implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures. 
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Commenter No. 70: Berkley, Fred, 4165 Cornell Road,    
 Agoura Hills CA 91301,  CPO 

Comment:  

This should not happen! 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.  
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 Commenter No. 71: Berkley, Jere, 4165 Cornell, Agoura Hills CA 91301,  
 CPO 

Comment: 

So against it!!!! 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.  
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Commenter No. 72: Cianflone, Cyril, 29042 Silver Creek, Agoura 

Comment: 

Oppose. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.  
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 Commenter No. 73: Culberg, Leah, (no address given), Cornell  
 Preservation Organization 

Comment: 

Reduce # of homes. 

Response: 

The Project has been revised and now proposes a total of 61 single-family houses.  This is 20 houses less 
than the 81 evaluated in the Draft EIR and 5 houses less than the number proposed in the Project Plan that 
was denied by the Planning Commission.   
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Commenter No. 74 Culberg, Paul, 32063 lobo Canyon Road, Triumfo Lobo 
 Community Association 

Comment: 

Triangle Ranch invasion of SEA. 

Response: 

As discussed in Section II, Description of Revised Project of this Final EIR, the revised project reduces 
impacts within SEA No. 6 by reducing the number of residences by 17 homes; by moving the ingress 
roadway to the north of the fire station; by removing all development from the vicinity of Drainage “M”; 
by avoiding all populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta on the project site; by clustering all homes in proximity 
to Cornell Road; and by eliminating the Street “E” cul-de-sac.  

Grading under the revised project would directly affect 5.45 acres of the SEA.  This is 17.43 acres less 
grading disturbance than would have occurred under the previously proposed project.  Earthwork within 
the SEA would also be reduced by the revised project, which would require 65,060 cubic yards of 
excavation and 21,200 cubic yards of fill emplacement.   In comparison, the previously proposed project 
would have required 243,943 cubic yards of excavation and 251,065 cubic yards of fill emplacement.    
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 Commenter No. 75: Dalton, Dayle, 29155 Paivte Drive, Cornell Preservation 
 Organization 

Comment: 

Against proposed plan – due to environmental impact.  Too high density. 

Response: 

See Response to Speaker Card No. 6, 
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 Commenter No. 76: Dodson, Tom, 2150 N. Arrowhead Avenue, San   
 Bernadino CA 92405, Cornell Preservation Organization 

Comment: 

Opposed – Triangle Ranch Project is inconsistent with Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan and the 
surrounding community. 

Response: 

With respect to consistency with the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 
3. 

With respect to consistency with the surrounding area, see discussion of Surrounding Land Uses (page II-
39) of Section II of this Final EIR. 
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Commenter No. 77 Edmiston, Joe, 5750 Ramirez Canyon Road, Malibu  
 CA 90265, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 

Comment: 

No comment given. 

Response: 

No response required. 
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Commenter No. 78: French, Elizabeth, 24328 Bridle Trail Road, Hidden  
 Hills CA, Cornell Preservation Organization 

Comment: 

Financial Feasibility is a Mystery. 

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 5. 
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Commenter No. 79: Friedman, Dr. Serena, 28705 Wagon Road, Agoura CA 
 91301, Cornell Road Ranchos Homeowners Association 

Comment: 

Comments regarding impact on traffic, densities, fire hazards, SEA, water drainage, etc. 

Response: 

The speaker’s comments are contained in the transcript to the Board of Supervisor’s Public Hearing (see 
FEIR Appendix J-5).  Responses to the speaker’s comments are provided in FEIR Section IV.G, 
Responses to Written Comments  – Board of Supervisors Public Hearing of March 27, 2007. 
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Commenter No. 80 Ganahl, Erin/Angel Law, 3250 Ocean Park  
 Boulevard, #300, Center for Biological Diversity 

Comment: 

Noted in comment letter. 

Response: 

The speaker’s comments are contained in the transcript to the Board of Supervisor’s Public Hearing (see 
FEIR Appendix J-5).  Responses to the speaker’s comments are provided in FEIR Section IV.G, 
Responses to Written Comments – Board of Supervisors Public Hearing of March 27, 2007. 

In addition, two letters were received from the Law Offices of Frank P. Angel.  See responses to comment 
letters No. 33 and 45 dated June 21, 2006 and Sept 19, 2006 respectively. 
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 Commenter No. 81 Green, Nona, 6128 Chesbro Road, Agoura 91301,  
 Green Properties/Coldwell Banker 

Comment: 

Against the proposed development unless size (number of homes) is substantially reduced. 

Response: 

The project has been revised and now proposes a total of 61 single-family houses.  This is 20 houses less 
than the 81 evaluated in the Draft EIR and 5 houses less than the number proposed in the site plan that 
was denied by the Planning Commission. 
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Commenter No. 82: Halladay, Dana S., 201 E. Yorbo Linda Boulevard,
 Placentia CA 92870, Halladay and Mimmack 

Comment: 

Civil engineer for Triangle Ranch Tract 52419.  Support Appeal. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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 Commenter No. 83 Hart, Michael, 2090 East Lakeshore Drive, Agoura CA 
 91301, CPO/Malibou Lake 

Comment: 

Does not meet NAP; EIR faulty. 

Response: 

With respect to consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3 of this Final EIR.   

The speaker’s comments are contained in the transcript to the Board of Supervisor’s Public Hearing (see 
FEIR Appendix J-5).  Responses to the speaker’s comments are provided in FEIR Section IV.G, 
Responses to Written Comments – Board of Supervisors Public Hearing of March 27, 2007. 
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 Commenter No. 84:                                                    Hess, Steve, 28907 Wagon Road 

Comment: 

Does not conform to North Area Plan. 

Response: 

With respect to consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3 of this Final EIR. 
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Commenter No. 85 Holmes, Colleen, 3700 Old Oak Road, Cornell   
 Preservation Organization 

Comment: 

Against 66 homes – Impacts on sensitive species, grading, retaining walls, blue line streams, etc. 

Response: 

The project plan involving 66 houses was rejected by the Planning Commission, the number of proposed 
houses has been reduced to 61.  With respect to impacts to sensitive species, see Topical Response No. 6; 
see discussion of grading (page II-10) in Section II of this Final EIR; see discussion of retaining walls 
(page II-10) in Section II of this Final EIR; and, see discussion of watercourses (page II-18) in Section II 
of this Final EIR.  

The speaker’s comments are contained in the transcript to the Board of Supervisor’s Public Hearing (see 
FEIR Appendix J-5).  Responses to the speaker’s comments are provided in FEIR Section IV.G, 
Responses to Written Comments – Board of Supervisors Public Hearing of March 27, 2007. 
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Commenter No. 86:                                                   Holmes, Robert, 3700 Old Oak Road, CPO 

Comment: 

Against 66 home project. 

Response: 

The project has been revised and now proposes a total of 61 single-family houses.  This is 20 houses less 
than the 81 evaluated in the Draft EIR and 5 houses less than the number proposed in the site plan that 
was denied by the Planning Commission. 
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 Commenter No. 87: Krebs, Dayna L., 28913 Medea Mesa Road, Agoura CA, 
 Cornell Preservation Organization 

Comment: 

Strongly opposed to any plan contrary to: North Area Plan, conservation of rural feel of development 
currently existing, conservation of environment (streams, creeks, plants), trails and lifestyle. 

Response: 

The project has been revised and now proposes a total of 61 single-family houses.  This is 20 houses less 
than the 81 evaluated in the Draft EIR and 5 houses less than the number proposed in the site plan that 
was denied by the Planning Commission.  With a project area of 320.3 acres, the revised project has an 
overall density of one dwelling per 5.25 acres.  With respect to adverse impacts, the revised project 
mitigates all impacts to less-than-significant level, with the exception of short-term construction-related 
air quality and noise impacts, and long-term visual qualities impacts (loss of open space) and biological 
resources impacts (loss of habitat) which would remain significant after implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures.  With respect to North Area Plan policy, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Commenter No. 88: Mintzer, Daniel, 20657 Lull Street, Winnetka CA 91306 

Comment: 

No comment given. 

Response: 

No response required. 
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 Commenter No. 89: Muldavin, Rowena, 28960 Crags Drive, Agoura CA 91301 

Comment: 

Unacceptable fire risk and impact on environment of significant ecologically fragile area. 

Response: 

Although the project site is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), with the 
implementation of the suggested mitigation measures, no significant impacts would occur.  Fire 
protection impacts and mitigation measures were discussed in detail in Section III.M.1, (Fire Protection 
Services) of the Draft EIR.  Additionally, the site plan has been reviewed and approved by the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department.  

With respect to biological resources, impacts under the revised project would be mitigated to less-than-
significant levels, with the exception of the loss of habitat, which remains an unavoidable and significant 
effect of development.   
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 Commenter No. 90:                             Noxon, Nick, 2305 Sierra Creek Road, Agoura 91301, CPO 

Comment: 

Triangle development appeal opposed. 

Response: 

The speaker’s comments are contained in the transcript to the Board of Supervisor’s Public Hearing (see 
FEIR Appendix J-5).  Responses to the speaker’s comments are provided in FEIR Section IV.G.,, 
Responses to Written Comments – Board of Supervisors Public Hearing of March 27, 2007 
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 Commenter No. 91: Paull, Jeff, 4147 Cornell Road, Agoura Hills CA 91301, 
 Cornell Preservation Organization 

Comment: 

Seriously opposed to building more than 6-8 homes on Cornell due to obvious traffic, riparian, and 
destruction of mountains issues. 

Response: 

The analyses in the Draft EIR indicated there would be no significant traffic impacts on Cornell.  The 
revised project would further reduce project traffic generation by approximately 25%.  Project impacts to 
riparian habitat would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels.  No mountain issues would be 
destroyed.  
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Commenter No. 92:   Powers, Victoria, 29033 W. Lake Vista Drive, 
 Agoura, Cornell Preservation Organization 

Comment: 

Opposed to up-stream cover and development. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 93: Soladar, Sheri, 26500 W. Agoura Road, #802, Calabasas 
 91302, Realtor 

Comment: 

To provide market perspective from a developer and realtor point of view. 

Response: 

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration.   
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Commenter No. 94:                                                     Strote, Mary Ellen, 475 Stunt Road, Calabasas 

Comment: 

Against # of proposed homes. 

Response: 

The Project has been revised and now proposes a total of 61 single-family houses.  This is 20 houses less 
than the 81 evaluated in the Draft EIR and 5 houses less than the number proposed in the site plan that 
was denied by the Planning Commission.   
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 Commenter No. 95::      Suess, Penny, 30473 Mulholland Hwy., #179, Agoura CA 
91301 

Comment: 

I oppose the building of Triangle Ranch as proposed by Sage Community, and ask the Board of 
Supervisors to deny their appeal of the RPC decision. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition for the project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 96: Sumner, Murray, 28921 Crest Drive, Agoura CA   
 91301, Cornell Preservation Organization 

Comment: 

Recommend approval of lower density project. 

Response: 

The Project has been revised and now proposes a total of 61 single-family houses.  This is 20 houses less 
than the 81 evaluated in the Draft EIR and 5 houses less than the number proposed in the site plan that 
was denied by the Planning Commission. 
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Commenter No. 97: Weston, Steve, 333 S. Hope Street, 16th Floor, Sage   
 Community Group – Appellant/Applicant 

Comment: 

Support appeal of RPC denial. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the appeal of the Regional Planning Commissions denial of the 
proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 98: Whizin, Bruce F., Sherman Oaks CA, Beautiful City  
 Holding Corp./Whizin Foundation 

Comment: 

Support appeal of RPC denial. 

Response: 

This comment expresses support for the appeal of the Regional Planning Commissions denial of the 
proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 99: Wrigley, James D., 2340 Stokes Canyon Road,   
 Calabasas CA 91302, Save Open Space – Santa   
 Monica Mountains 

Comment: 

Opposed to the project as is. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Commenter No. 100: Yabitsu, Chester, 29438 Mulholland Hwy., Agoura,   
 Cornell Preservation Organization (CPO) 

Comment: 

Oppose over development. 

Response: 

The Project has been revised and now proposes a total of 61 single-family houses.  This is 20 houses less 
than the 81 evaluated in the Draft EIR and 5 houses less than the number proposed in the site plan that 
was denied by the Planning Commission.   
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Commenter No. 101:  Yabitsu, Joan, 29438 Mulholland Hwy. Agoura,   
 Cornell Preservation Organization 

Comment: 

Not in favor of overdevelopment. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opposition for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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IV.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

 
H.  Responses to Written Comments on the Revised 61-Lot Project 

Submitted to the Board of Supervisors for the 
July 24, 2007 Public Hearing 
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Commenter No. 102: Cornell Preservation Organization P.O. Box 1875, Agoura hills, CA 91301, 
May 25, 2007 

Comment No. 102-1: 

The Cornell Preservation Organization finds the most recent Triangle Ranch tentative tract map #52419 
inadequate and in violation of not only Supervisor Yaroslavsky’s March 27 motion, but in violation of the 
North Area Plan. It is an inferior counterproposal to that submitted by our organization, failing to address 
the following points: 

Yaroslavsky condition #1)  

The proposal does not eliminate ALL retaining walls. It does reduce them, but the intent of retaining wall 
reduction was to decrease grading and require that building sites be compatible with existing hillsides. 
This proposal ignores the intent, and replaces retaining walls with manufactured slopes graded with 
culverts ranging up to 90 feet horizontal and up to 40 feet vertical. These cuts are in scenic view sheds 
which can be seen from Kanan and Cornell.  There is no indication of landscape treatment or mitigation 
of the horizontal tier appearance.  Furthermore, retaining walls are still remaining along the scenic 
corridor below Lady Face in the most southerly portion of Kanan of the development.  This was clearly 
pointed out in the motion to not be so. 

Response: 

The comment correctly characterizes the revised project as reducing the number of retaining walls, 
although it does not eliminate all of them.  However, contrary to the comment the revised project provides 
substantial reductions in grading area and cubic yardage.  As discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, the 
grading footprint of the revised project has been reduced to an area of approximately 27.39 acres, which 
is approximately 21.21 acres less than the grading footprint of the previously proposed project.  In 
addition, the total quantity of earthwork under the revised project design is approximately 308,500 cubic 
yards of excavation.  This is approximately 189,921 cubic yards of excavation less than required by the 
previously proposed project. See Table FEIR-4 for a summary comparison of the grading footprints and 
earthwork quantities under the revised project and the previously proposed project.     

The comment states that the proposal ignores the intent.  Presumably this is a reference to the intent of the 
North Area Plan.  In that case, County disagrees.  The analysis presented in Topical Response 3 indicates 
that the revised project is in conformance with the intent of the NAP.   

With respect to the visibility of cut slopes and retaining walls, the revised project mitigates visual impacts 
to the extent feasible.  However, unavoidable significant impacts will remain due to the inevitable 
changes resulting from the development of housing on currently undeveloped hillsides.  

Comment No. 102-2: 
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Yaroslavsky condition #2)  

Street E crosses and fills in a natural drainage and wildlife corridor with significant populations of oaks 
(including heritage oaks) and filling in a canyon, which is not compatible with the North Area Plan, 
because it is in violation of “letting the land dictate its use.” Hillside grading regulations clearly prohibit 
canyon filling. Further, there is a stand of Lyon’s pentachaeta and dudleya that will be either removed or 
impacted by the grading in this area.  This is clearly stated by Zev’s motion to not occur, in the new plan. 

Response: 

The comment presents an exaggerated estimation of the extent of project development and impacts.  The 
revised project neither fills in a natural drainage, canyon or wildlife corridor.  Rather, the revised project 
places fill in the below-grade portion of Drainage F adjacent to Kanan Road.  As discussed in Section II 
(page II-18) of this Final EIR, the revised project would impact the last 80 feet of Drainage “F”, where 
the drainage culvert passes under Kanan Road.  Drainages “F-1” and “F-2” remain uninterrupted. The 
“wildlife corridor” has not eliminated as the comment implies, but rather has been improved compared to 
the previously proposed project (see Topical Response No. 8).  

The comment also exaggerates the phrase “letting the land dictate its use”.  The comment appears to 
suggest that any grading is incompatible with the concept of “letting the land dictate its use”.  The County 
disagrees with this interpretation.  The NAP is not a tool to prevent development, but rather a guide to 
development.  As discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, the grading footprint of the revised project has 
been reduced to an area of 27.39 acres, which is only 8.6 percent of the project site.  The remaining 
portion of the project site would remain ungraded.  Also, most of the previously disturbed portions of the 
project have been incorporated into the project design, and account for more than one-third of the entire 
development area. Furthermore, 90.2 percent of all grading would occur on the gentlest slope category of 
0-25 percent.  Consequently, the land has dictated the use of the project site and a balance has been 
achieved between that planning concept and respect for existing property rights. 

Lastly, as discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, and contrary to the comment, the revised project has 
eliminated all grading of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  

Comment No. 102-3: 

Yaroslavsky condition #3)  

The current plan as submitted does not show any improvements to the plan’s impact on water quality in 
the Medea basin. We have previously addressed how this project as captured in the EIR is in violation of 
CEQA, and there is no proposed mitigation of TMDL’s created by the development on the creek. We do 
notice clarifiers installed at 2 storm drains. The issue is how clean are they filtering the pollutants, 
especially fertilizers, motor oils, and various household grey water. More such clarifiers are required: one 
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south of Lots 16, 24 and 25 to handle their yard runoffs. Another is required to handle the runoffs onto 
Street E from Lots 46 thru 51. 

Response: 

The revised project would be developed in accordance with all applicable statutory requirements 
including NPDES, SWPPP and SUSWP.  These programs have been established at the federal, state and 
local levels to prevent stormwater pollution.  In addition, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures E-1 
through E-26 to further ensure the project will mitigate its water quality impacts to less-than-significant 
levels (for further discussion of water quality, see Topical Response 4).   

Comment No. 102-4: 

Yaroslavsky condition #4)  

Currently proposed Street D building area between Kanan and Cornell roads has actually increased in 
size, forcing it closer to Medea Creek and causing fuel modification requirements to expand further into 
Medea’s riparian area. We recommend CPO’s proposal in this sensitive area. 

Brush clearing is required by the LACFD for at least 200 ft from any given structure. Brush clearing is a 
task that cannot be eliminated. Therefore, it is urgent that the footprint and the density of lots in the 
Medea site be decreased substantially so the prevailing slopes that are cleared will be as far away as 
possible from the creek, saving the riparian and the flood plain. 

Response: 

The center portion of the project site, between Kanan Road and Medea Creek has been modified such that 
the access to Street "D" from Kanan Road is located approximately 500 feet southerly of the westerly 
street entry from Kanan in order to eliminate the previously proposed 4-way intersection per the request 
of the Board of Supervisors.  The shifting south of the street intersection also allowed the elimination of a 
fill embankment along the easterly side of Kanan Road as well as a storm drain outlet and a maintenance 
access road down into the creek.  The eventual area of development in the center portion of the project 
has in effect been reduced, not increased as inferred by the speaker's comments. 

With respect to fuel modification, Mitigation Measure F-3 has been revised and renumbered as F-2 to 
provide additional fuel modification guidance (see Section III., (Corrections and Additions) in this FEIR).  
In particular, the mitigation measure limits fuel modification within the riparian area of Medea Creek to 
selective thinning and organic debris removal within the riparian zone to maintain existing habitat values.   
The reader is also referred to the Los Angeles County Fire Department approved (July 6, 2007) 
preliminary fuel modification plan contained in Appendix M.   

Comment No. 102-5: 
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Yaroslavsky condition #7)  

The developer has not provided a “binding” landscape design plan with landscape conditions, as 
requested by Supervisor Yaroslovsky.  At one time during discussions with the developer,CPO, and 
Supervisor Yaroslovsky’s office, the developer, at CPO’s urging, suggested that they hire Mia Lehrer, a 
noted local landscape architect.  She and her design team have strong experience working on difficult 
environmental sites.  The developer agreed to do this.  Why are we not seeing plans produced by Mia 
Lehrer?   Landscape plans are desperately needed to convey the design intent to the surrounding 
communities and mitigation elevations must be provided to minimize visual impacts to manufactured 
slopes, drainage culverts, debris basins, and elevated housing pads. Also, the plan shows no buffer to road 
view sheds along lots 35, 45, 44, 60, & 61 which contradict the NAP’s requirement to reduced “urban” 
appearance. 

Response: 

The landscape plan is provided in Appendix L of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 102-6: 

On the other hand, applicant did annotate landscape lots, landscape easements (of sorts,) open space lots, 
and debris basin lots. Perhaps applicant feels they have met the condition. Nevertheless, a more detailed 
and specific landscape information is crucial to the public at this stage. This is, after all, considered by 
those living here and those who visit, as the “Gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains”. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 102-5. 

Comment No. 102-7: 

Yaroslavsky condition #8)  

The natural topography of the area is not protected by the filling of a canyon and the destruction of an 
Oak grove at proposed Street E. Proposal shows the vertical fill to be greater than 30 feet from natural 
canyon bottom to pad level at lots #46, 47. This is incompatible with NAP guidelines and is counter to 
Zev stipulation #8 “to better maintain natural landforms.”   

Additionally we are dumbfounded to see the proposed 30 to 40 foot vertical manufactured slopes behind 
lots 55 through 58 in the SEA. Applicant’s treatment in this area is insensible, destroying the view shed of 
the SEA. Large graded slopes DO NOT protect the natural topography. Again, we see no landscape plan 
illustrating treatment and mitigation of these proposed manufactured slopes. We can only surmise there is 
no mitigation, leaving high swaths of exposed bedrock in place.  Furthermore, it has not been addressed 
how the applicant plans to “stockpile” created soil during the construction process. 
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Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the revised project does better maintain natural landforms than the previously 
proposed project.  As discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, the grading footprint of the revised project 
has been reduced to an area of 27.39 acres, which is only 8.6 percent of the project site.  Hence, the 
landform of 91.4 percent of the project site is maintained.  In comparison, the previously proposed project 
assessed in the Draft EIR had a grading footprint that altered natural landforms on 48.6 acres, or 15.2 
percent of the project site.   

With respect to cut slopes, see Response to Comment No. 102-1. 

With respect to the SEA, the revised project substantially decreases impacts to the SEA.  As discussed in 
Section II of this Final EIR, the revised project reduces impacts within SEA No. 6 by reducing the 
number of residences by 17 homes; by moving the ingress roadway to the north of the fire station; by 
removing all development from the vicinity of Drainage “M”; by avoiding all populations of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta on the project site; by clustering all homes in proximity to Cornell Road; and by eliminating 
the Street “E” cul-de-sac.  

Grading under the revised project would directly affect 5.45 acres of the SEA.  This is 17.43 acres less 
grading disturbance than would have occurred under the previously proposed project.  Earthwork within 
the SEA would also be reduced by the revised project, which would require 65,060 cubic yards of 
excavation and 21,200 cubic yards of fill emplacement.   In comparison, the previously proposed project 
would have required 243,943 cubic yards of excavation and 251,065 cubic yards of fill emplacement.    

Comment No. 102-8: 

Yaroslavsky condition #9)  

There is no treatment illustrating proposed rural road standards. We humbly request typical treatment 
elevations for review. Also, the non-use of street lights must also be included to achieve the rural 
ambience. In addition, all yard lights shall be of low wattage and pointed downward so they will not 
interfere with the drivers’ night vision, especially for those on Kanan Road. This is a safety issue as well 
as one that protects our night view shed. These are delineated in our Design Standard of May 6, 2006. 

Response: 

The proposed rural road standards are indicated in the Draft EIR on page III.K-40.  However, CEQA does 
not require the EIR to provide an illustrative treatment of proposed road standards (see Topical Response 
No. 1). 

The Lighting Mitigation Plan (Mitigation Measure J-1), presented in Figure III.J-3 of the Draft EIR, 
includes a provision for no street lighting.  Mitigation Measure J-2 addresses the use of low intensity 
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lighting.  Mitigation Measure J-9 address down-lighting.  Mitigation Measure J-5 address the orientation 
of lighting to avoid off-site impacts  

Comment No. 102-9: 

Regarding proposed lots 60 and 61, we feel there is an ingress/egress safety issue. Driveways to these lots 
would be located on a Cornell Road hill dropping down into a wash, with significant line of sight 
reductions. Vehicle speed in this area is often high; it is a treacherous location, where resident’s 
driveways would only exacerbate the danger.  

Response: 

The revised project does not create unsafe traffic conditions at project entrances.  To mitigate a potential 
line-of-sight problem for southbound traffic on Cornell Road at the F Street intersection, the project 
provides roadway restriping and a left turn pocket to prevent conflicts with through traffic.  In addition, 
the provision of a stripped left-turn median also improves fire fighting vehicles’ left turns into and out of 
Fire Station No.65.  The project design also provides roadway tapers (i.e. acceleration and deceleration 
lanes) at the intersection.  It should also be mentioned that the access and line-of-sight issues have been 
reviewed by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, which has approved the revised 
project site plan.  

Comment No. 102-10: 

Yaroslavsky condition #10)  

In order to assure that Medea Creek is maintained in its pristine state, its wide flood plain must be 
considered as part of the creek where the water normally flows. As such, the flood plain must also be 
protected against pollution, runoffs and debris from the adjacent proposed development. CPO does not 
believe the developer viewed Medea Creek in this manner since the fill slopes of Lots 36 thru 42 are so 
close to the creek. This is in conflict with condition #10. 

Response: 

In all previous correspondence and public testimony, CPO and its environmental consultant have 
maintained that Medea Creek is an impaired water body so badly polluted that any additional pollutant 
contribution must be considered a significant impact.  It is therefore inaccurate to describe its current state 
as pristine.  Nevertheless, the revised project protects Medea Creek by maintaining a 50-foot setback from 
the 100-year flood hazard zone.  The reader is also referred to Response to Comment No. 102-3 and 
Topical Response 4. 

Comment No. 102-11: 
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It should also be noted that applicant has always portrayed Caleta Road as a continuation and “future” 
corridor through the Medea Creek riparian area, we believe, in an effort to make the area appear more 
urbanized. This could not be further from the truth. In actuality it only extends about 1/8th of a mile south 
from Cornell Road, where it terminates. The un-graded road easement has been officially vacated and 
only exists as the riparian creek bed.  It should not be characterized otherwise. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the project applicant has never portrayed Caleta Road as “a continuation and 
“future” corridor through the Medea Creek riparian area”.  Rather, the tract map has consistently shown 
the Caleta Road easement, which is owned by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, and 
which forms a portion of the project site boundary.  

Comment No. 102-12: 

In closing, we agree that some of Zev’s requirements have been addressed by the applicant, but only a 
few. As we have itemized, there are numerous violations of the NAP still prominently on display. We 
expect them to be addressed in full and/or mitigated to bring this proposal in line with the NAP, 
protecting the SEA, protection of endangered species (including oak trees), and protection of the view 
shed. 

We maintain the CPO proposal is superior and profitable, building only in previously degraded rural 
areas. 

Response: 

See Responses to Comment Nos. 102-1 through 102-11. 
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Commenter No. 103: Tom Dodson, Tom Dodson & Associates,  2150 N. Arrowhead Avenue, San 
Bernardino, CA 92450, May 28, 2007 

Comment No. 103-1: 

The Board considered this project at a previous hearing and made a decision to continue this project to a 
future date while providing the developer with direction for modifications to make the project consistent 
with the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan (NAP) and acceptable for approval by the Board.  I 
and other members of the CPO have reviewed the redesigned project and have concluded that this project 
is still not consistent with the NAP and clearly does not meet the redesign guidelines established by the 
Board at the hearing.  However, other CPO representatives are submitting detailed comments on this 
issue.  My objective is to address several key environmental issues that we believe have been totally 
ignored.  As part of my comments, I wish to reincorporate my previous letter addressing environmental 
issues dating back two years. 

Response:  

(The commenter’s previous letters are included in this Final EIR as Comment Letters No. 1, 8, 17 and 
76).  Responses to each comment in these letters are provided in Responses to Comments Letters 
numbered as above in this Final EIR.   With respect to the revised 61-lot project’s consistency with the 
NAP, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment No. 103-2: 

However, in this letter I want to focus on two issues that will play a major role in the Board’s final 
decision.  In previous letters I have requested both economic information regarding the various 
alternatives and an opportunity to review any statement of overriding considerations in conjunction with 
facts and findings, assuming the project is approved by the Board.  From this project’s inception CPO 
representatives have presented information that an alternative with larger, but fewer, lots and less 
environmental impacts could be developed and provide a reasonable profit.  The California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the adoption of an alternative if it will substantially reduce 
or eliminate significant adverse environmental impacts.  This is a mandated requirement that must 
obviously be implemented, unless the alternative is not feasible or reasonable.  However, without data it 
is impossible to address the issues of feasibility and reasonableness.  Thus, at this stage of the decision 
making process neither the Board or the community has access to this essential information. 

Response: 

The commenter states that he has previously requested (1) “economic information regarding the various 
alternatives” and (2) “an opportunity to review any statement of overriding considerations in conjunction 
with facts and findings.”  The commenter further asserts that CEQA requires the decision-maker to adopt 
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a reasonable and feasible project alternative that substantially reduces or eliminates significant adverse 
environmental impacts.   

With respect to the commenter’s request for economic information, it should be noted that none of the 
alternatives assessed in the EIR were rejected solely or expressly on the basis of economic infeasibility.  
Nonetheless, the administrative record for the Project includes detailed economic analyses relating to the 
proposed project and to the alternative projects considered in the EIR.  These economic analyses 
constitute substantial evidence for the decision maker to support the economic feasibility of the proposed 
61-unit project, and to determine whether each of the alternatives would be economically feasible.  The 
relevant information includes the Financial Feasibility Analysis of EIR Alternatives – Triangle Ranch 
Memorandum by Economics Research Associates (“ERA”), dated May 14, 2007, and the Triangle Ranch 
Net Fiscal Impact Analysis by Kosmont Companies (“Kosmont”), dated April 30, 2007.  These analyses 
are included as Appendix N in the Final EIR.  The commenter is referred for additional information to 
Topical Response No. 5 – Economic Analysis. 

The comment requesting review of any statement of overriding considerations is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 103-3: 

At a meeting early in the review process for this project, I had a conversation with the proponent’s 
attorney.  He flatly refused to provide any economic data for our consideration and rejected the option of 
making available the Statement of Overriding Consideration and related facts and findings.  At that time 
there was no case law on this issue.  Now there is.  As I previously indicated, the Third District Court of 
Appeals issued a recent decision, Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside.  In its decision, the Court 
stated that to find an alternative to be feasible “what is required is evidence that additional costs or lost 
profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it impractical to proceed with a project.” 

Response: 

The commenter references a request to the applicant’s attorney for economic data regarding the Project 
and for review of any statement of overriding considerations and related facts and findings.  The comment 
requesting review of any statement of overriding considerations is acknowledged for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

The commenter also asserts that the decision in Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside, 147 Cal. 
App. 4th 587 (2007) requires the applicant to provide economic data regarding the Project.  In that case, 
the court invalidated a project because the administrative record did not contain substantial evidence to 
support the lead agency’s determination that the project alternatives were not economically feasible.  The 
court’s decision was based on the fact that the administrative record contained no evidence establishing 
the expected costs of the selected project.  Without that baseline information, the court noted that it was 
impossible to determine whether the additional costs of the rejected alternatives were sufficiently severe 
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to justify a determination that it was financially impractical to proceed with those alternatives.  The court 
also ruled that a lead agency cannot determine that a project alternative is legally infeasible on the 
grounds that the agency lacks legal authority to compel the applicant to comply with that alternative. 

The analysis of the Project in the Final EIR does not suffer from either of the flaws analyzed in the 
Uphold Our Heritage case.  First, as noted above, the Final EIR provides relevant economic information, 
including the Financial Feasibility Analysis of EIR Alternatives – Triangle Ranch Memorandum by ERA, 
and the Triangle Ranch Net Fiscal Impact Analysis by Kosmont.  These analyses are included as 
Appendix N in the Final EIR.  The commenter is referred for additional information to Topical Response 
No. 5 – Economic Analysis. 

ERA’s memorandum analyzes the financial feasibility and land value assessment of the proposed 61-unit 
project, as well as Alternatives 2 through 5 from the EIR.  Based on this analysis, ERA concluded that 
alternatives 2 (49 lot development), 4 (44 lot development) and 5 (76 lot development) were all 
financially infeasible “due to the fact that their market value as entitled land is worth less than land valued 
as unentitled open space.”  Alternative 3 (81 lot development) was economically feasible, but also 
represented a denser project than the 61-lot proposal.  Accordingly, the ERA analysis concluded that the 
61-lot proposal represented the only economically feasible alternative that also addresses the decision 
maker’s concerns regarding consistency with the North Area Plan.   

Further, the Kosmont analysis provides additional detailed cost information about the expected fiscal 
impacts of the proposed 61-lot alternative, including specific estimates of the market value of homes in 
the different development areas of the property.  This report provides baseline financial information 
relevant for the decision maker to support an assessment of both the economic feasibility and the fiscal 
costs and benefits to the County from the proposed project. 

Second, the Final EIR does not assert that any of the project alternatives are legally infeasible.  The Final 
EIR instead concludes that the project alternatives fail to meet the project objectives and/or do not reduce 
identified environmental impacts to a significant degree.  In summary, the Final EIR contains detailed 
project cost information sufficient to evaluate the financial feasibility of the Triangle Ranch project and 
the potential alternatives.  Accordingly, unlike in the Uphold Our Heritage case, the administrative record 
here contains substantial evidence of the economic feasibility of the Triangle Ranch project and proposed 
alternatives. 

Comment No. 103-4: 

I could not have stated the issue more succinctly.  In my professional opinion, the Board must direct the 
developer to provide such evidence and it must be available to the public so that the evidence can be 
tested in the same manner of peer review requirements that are contained in the CEQA process.  CPO and 
others have sought to reduce the number of units and the footprint of development within the Triangle 
Ranch property. 
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Response: 

The commenter opines that the Board of Supervisors should direct the applicant to provide economic 
evidence for public review in a manner similar to the CEQA process.  As noted above, the Final EIR 
contains substantial evidence regarding the economic impacts and feasibility of the proposed project and 
the alternatives considered in the EIR.  This information includes the Financial Feasibility Analysis of 
EIR Alternatives – Triangle Ranch Memorandum by ERA, and the Triangle Ranch Net Fiscal Impact 
Analysis by Kosmont.  These analyses are included as Appendix N in the Final EIR.  For additional 
information, the commenter is referred to the Responses to Comment Nos. 103-2 and 103-3 above, and to 
Topical Response 5 – Economic Analysis. 

It should also be noted that while economic information about a project may be disclosed in an EIR, 
CEQA does not require such disclosure in an EIR.  See CEQA Guidelines §15131; Sequoyah Hills 
Homeowners Assoc. v. City of Oakland, 23 Cal App. 4th 704, 714-15 n.3 (1993).  

In addition, the comment asserts that Cornell Preservation Organization and others have “sought to reduce 
the number of units and the footprint of development within the Triangle Ranch property.”  The comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 

Comment No. 103-5: 

After the developer failed to heed the Board’s recent direction for modifying the project design, which is 
consistent with the developer’ ongoing arrogant behavior with the Regional Planning Commission and 
now the Board, I frankly do not have any remaining trust in their good will or willingness to reach a 
decision that is best for the community, and not just self serving for the developer.  Based on this 
situation, we implore the Board to bring this project full circle and place all of the relevant decision-
making data in the public record with adequate time for members of the community and CPO to submit 
comments with merit.  In this instance it makes sense to follow the Court’s guidance in the Town of 
Woodside case and allow this concerned community to provide constructive input and demand that the 
developer provide “evidence” to assess actual feasibility and reasonableness of all the alternatives, 
including that presented to the Board by CPO at the previous hearing. 

Response: 

The comment reiterates the commenter’s opinion regarding the Uphold Our Heritage decision and the 
request for public review of economic information regarding the project.  These comments were 
addressed above in the Responses to Comment Nos. 102-2, 102-3 and 102-4.  The commenter is referred 
to those responses and to Topical Response 5 – Economic Analysis for additional information. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page IV-452 

The remainder of the comment regarding the commenter’s opinion regarding the applicant is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 
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Commenter No. 104:               Kevin Hunting, Department of Fish and Game, South Coast Region,                           
4949 Viewridge Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123, May 29, 2007  

Comment No.  104-1 

The current redesign largely fails to address our comments with regard to fuel modification zone impacts 
to threatened and endangered plants and their habitat; potential offsite Lyon’s pentachaeta populations; 
and with regard to protecting Medea Creek. 

Response: 

With respect to impacts from fuel modification to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya, please review Response to Comment No. 27-1 (CDFG letter dated February 2006).  The 
preliminary Fuel Modification Plan (May 25, 2007) both protects the Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya by establishing exclusion zones around these plants where fuel modification 
activities are prohibited, allows for management of vegetation (under direct supervision of the project 
biologists) within the exclusion zone to protect the sensitive species and minimizes impacts to vegetation 
outside of the exclusion zone.  In a further review of the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan, only 0.18 
acre of Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat is found in Zone B.  While Zone B is called the Irrigation Zone, the 
irrigation is largely limited to the establishment period for the native vegetation to be planted.  Irrigation 
may also occur within the residential lots to support landscaping consistent with the zone requirements.  
No irrigation or runoff is to enter the exculsion zones.  The remaining 1.53 acres of Lyon’s pentachaeta 
habitat within the fuel modification area is within Zone C.  All of Zone C and the pentachaete populations 
in the conservation open space are upslope of Zone B. As to protecting Medea Creek, the project has 
avoided direct impacts, minimized indirect impacts and provided for conservation of this riparian 
resource.  The project will neither significantly alter the existing hydrology nor the water quality in the 
creek.  Due to planned water quality/management facilities (i.e., post construction Best Management 
Practices or BMPs), maximum flows (i.e., from the 100-year storm event) from the site will be decreased 
from 682 cfs for undeveloped conditions to 559 cfs for the developed conditions.   Levels of several 
pollutants will also be reduced due to the installation BMPs (i.e, storm water clarifiers) that will treat the 
runoff before it enters the creek.  There will only be two drainage outlets from the project into the creek, 
instead of the four required by the original design.   

In addition, building pads are located a minimum of 50 feet from the floodplain limits (as per code) and 
over 100 feet from the centerline of the creek.   Residences adjacent to the creek are to be constructed on 
high ground, at elevations differences of 40 feet or more above the creek.  All of Medea Creek within the 
project boundaries is to be placed within the conservation area.  Please also review Response to Comment 
No. 27-6 (CDFG letter dated February 2006). 

Comment No. 104-2 
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The current redesign has attempted to avoid direct effects to mapped locations of Lyon’s pentachaeta and 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya by not grading them, but substantially worsens project effects to the 
majority of the population by fragmenting the remaining habitat, providing little or no buffers between 
endangered plant habitat and residential lots, and by placing fuel modification zones over much of the 
occupied habitat. 

Response: 

The 61-lot project site design is based on clustering development on the disturbed and least sensitive 
habitat areas on the property along existing roads.  The EIR contains extensive discussion of the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta (see Section III.F, pages III.F-1 through III.F-49).  Additionally see Technical Appendices C-
1 through C-4, and C-11.  Also, see Technical Appendices C-14 and C-15, for subsequent Lyon’s 
pentachaeta surveys conducted in 2006 and 2005, respectively, included in this Final EIR. 

Based upon the 2003 survey, the previously proposed 81-lot project assessed in the Draft EIR would have 
been constructed in three neighborhoods and would have directly impacted approximately 1.55 acres and 
indirectly impacted approximately 3.49 acres of Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat, or 4.67 acres of the total 
habitat area of 8.8 acres.  To eliminate direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya, the project was revised.  The revised 61-lot project has been designed with four neighborhoods 
but it avoids all direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and substantially reduces the indirect impacts.  All 
Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat has been placed within fuel modification exlusion zones (see Figure FEIR-5A-
5D).  The activities in the pentachaeta areas within the fuel modification zone will be governed by the 
Fuel Modification Plan.  This plan will have strict criteria for the protection of Lyon’s pentachaeta, Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya and other sensitive resources.  Please review Response to Comment Nos. 27-
1 and 27-2 (from CDFG letter February 2006).   

The addition of  a neighborhood could be considered additional fragmentation.  However, contiguous 
open space provides for both North/South and East/West linkages.  In addition, the revised 
project increases the amount of conservation open space.  The 81-lot project proposed to 
retain approximately 271.7 acres of conservation open space of which approximately 260 
acres would remain natural and undisturbed by the fuel modification zone.  The 61-lot project 
would retain 287.77 acres as conservation open space.  Of this total, approximately 265.87 
acres would be retained in a natural and undisturbed condition and would be suitable for open 
space dedication.  Activities within the fuel modification zones have been reduced to protect 
the sensitive species and contribute an additional 21.9 acres to the habitat area. A 
management plan would be prepared for the management of this open space.  Mitigation 
Measure F-1 has been included to ensure that this will occur. (see Section III (Corrections 
and Additions) in this FEIR).    

Additional protective measures are provided in mitigation measures F-3, F-5, F-6 and F-7.  F-3 requires a 
landscape plan be developed that prevents the planting of invasive species and requires landscaping 
irrigation not indirectly impact the conservation area; F-5 provides for fencing between developed areas 
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and the conservation open space; F-6 restricts the use of herbicides, pesticides  rodenticides and 
fertilizers; and F-7 addresses lighting design. As a result of the efforts to protect Lyon’s pentachaeta on 
the project site, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recently decided not to designate the project site as 
critical habitat for the species.  See 71 Fed. Reg. 66,374 (Nov. 14, 2006).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service also issued a non-jeopardy Biological Opinion for both Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
Mountains dudlyea for the proposed project (May 24, 2007).  

Comment No. 104-3 

The redesign proposes four new lots adjacent to the largest and most important population of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta on the east side of the project site.  This change substantially increases adverse impacts to the 
largest Lyon’s pentachaeta population onsite.  Graded lots would be placed as close as 20 feet from an 
intermittent drainage and 40 to 100 feet away from mapped occupied Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat.  Up to 
200 feet of fuel clearance could be required in this area, which will cause direct impacts to occupied 
habitat and result in “take” of Lyon’s pentachaeta.  Since this is the largest and most critical occupied 
habitat area on the site, this population must be effectively conserved in order to comply with the intent of 
CESA and associated regulations.  Therefore, the Department requests that lots 58, 59, 60 and 61 be 
eliminated to ensure that direct and indirect impacts are fully avoided in this critical area. 

Response: 

The comment is noted.  The redesign actually reduces the number of lots in this area and reconfigures 
them.  Care in the redesign was used to avoid intrusion into this stand.  Mitigation Measure F-2 further 
reduces impacts by requiring preservation of Lyon’s pentachaeta within the fuel modification zones.  
Please review Response to Comment No. 27-3 through 27-5.  As noted in that Response, any patches of 
Lyon’s pentachaeta within fuel modification zones will be signed and fenced.  Generally, no fuel 
maintenance activities will take place within the fenced pentachaeta areas.  Mitigation Measures F-1 and 
F-4 were added to ensure that direct impacts to all areas with Lyon’s pentachaeta are avoided and indirect 
impacts are reduced to the fullest extent possible. Mitigation Measure F-8 requires that the applicant to 
demonstrate compliance with state endangered species laws and regulations prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit.  

Comment No. 104-4 

In our previous comments, we indicated that the low ridgeline on the west side supporting the only onsite 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya population which co-occurs with Lyon’s pentachaeta populations must 
also be protected and therefore, lots to the north needed to be pulled back so that no fuel modification 
occur in this habitat area.  Endangered plants occur here as close as 25 feet from the grading limit line and 
the surrounding vegetation must remain intact to maintain more mesic shaded growing conditions 
required by Santa Monica Mountains dudleya and to maintain pollinator habitat for Lyon’s pentachaea, 
which cannot make seed unless native pollinator populations are conserved.  Despite our comments, these 
lots have not been removed.  To prevent direct and indirect impacts to threatened and/or endangered plant 
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species in this critical location, the Department requests that Lots 24, 25, and 26 be removed and at least 
75 feet of intact habitat remain to serve as a buffer between development and mapped occupied habitat.  
Any required fuel modifications need to be located at least 75 feet way from occupied habitat/buffer in 
this location. 

Response: 

Please review Response to Comment No. 104-1, above, and Responses to Comment Nos. 27-1 and 27-2 
(from CDFG letter February 2006).  The protective measures required by the Fuel Modification Plan 
should ensure that both much of the native plant community is retained onsite as well as areas for native 
pollinator populations.  Therefore, the impacts discussed in this comment should be addressed with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-4. 

Comment No. 104-5 

A cluster of smaller Lyon’s pentachaeta populations occur in the northwest corner of the proposed 
project.  Suitable habitat extends offsite, and we requested in our previous comments that the offsite area 
be surveyed, but we have not received any information indicating that occurred.  Project impacts (fuel 
modifications) are proposed to extend outside the project boundary and will also pontentially affect an 
intermittent drainage under the Department’s jurisdiction which meanders into and out of the project 
footprint. 

The redesigned project in the northwest area has attempted to avoid direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaete, 
but again fails to provide any buffer between the development and the occupied habitat, and all the 
populations would be inside fuel modification zones where direct and indirect impacts to Lyon’s 
pentachata will occur over the life of the project.  Some populations appear to be within a few feet of the 
grading limit line or are confined to a narrow avoidance lot (11 feet wide at the cul-de-sac).  The 
Department previously indicated in our meetings with the application that we could permit limited fuel 
modification impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta in this localized area in the northwest corner of the project 
site only and those impacts would be offset by conserving and managing the other occupied habitat areas 
onsite.  However, given that the current redesign would worsen impacts to the largest population east of 
Kanan Road and fails to adequately conserve the dudleya/pentachaete/habitat area, there appears to be no 
feasible mitigation to offset direct and indirect impacts to occupied habitat in the northwest area.   

Response: 

Please review Response to Comment No. 104-1, above and Responses to Comment Nos. 27-4 and 27-5. 
Based on the project redesign, reduction in the number of lots and revision to the mitigation measures, the 
County respectfully does not agree with the conclusion that there is no feasible mitigation to offset the 
potential impacts.  

Comment No. 104-6 
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Lots 35-42 would be placed on a narrow area of flat ground above Medea Creek, a perennial stream 
tributary to Malibu Creek.  There has been no change or redesign in this area in response to our previous 
comments.  These lots are about 100-150 feet away from the creek, which supports a well-developed 
riparian forest and open water habitats.  A band of sloping, upland habitat lies between the lots and the 
riparian area, this upland needs to be conserved to provide for the continued function of the Medea Creek 
system and associated riparian-dependent species. 

Response: 

Please see Response to Comment No. 27-8 (CDFG letter dated February 2006). 

Comment No. 104-7 

The extirpation of southwestern pond turtle (pond turtle) a California Species of Special Concern, from 
much of southern California including the Santa Monica Mountains due to loss of habitat and competition 
with exotic species is of concern to the Department.  To date, focused surveys (including live trapping) 
for pond turtle have not been conducted within Medea Creek on the project site as recommended by the 
Department.  Focused surveys should have been conducted early in the planning process prior to 
designing the residential lots and infrastructures.  This would assist in determining the current 
reproductive status of the Medea Creek pond turtle population, site use by pond turtle, and to locate 
option upland habitat on the site for nesting and flood refugia so that project could be designed to avoid 
these area.  Perennial drainages such as Medea Creek are especially important to pond turtle and other 
native aquatic species during times of drought such as which is currently being experienced in this region. 

Response: 

Please see Response to Comment 27-8 (CDFG letter dated February 2006).  Also see Response to 
Comment No. 5-4 regarding the southwestern pond turtle.  Also see Mitigation Measure F- 9 which 
protects this species during project construction. 

Comment No. 104-8 

Pond turtle have been documented just downstream of the project site on Paramount Ranch and should be 
assumed to utilize Medea Creek and associated suitable upland habitat on the project site on at least an 
occasional basis regardless of trapping results.  Pond turtle and other indigenous riparian species benefit 
from undisturbed adjacent upland habitat as part of critical life stages.  It is unclear from the project 
design if designated open space lots adjacent to Medea Creek include identified optimal upland habitat for 
pond turtle and other wildlife species on the project site or if optimal upland habitat is proposed for 
modification within areas designated for lots 35 through 45, water quality facility lot 75, and landscape lot 
71.  Further efforts should be made to design the project or to clarify that the project has been designed to 
assure the persistence of pond turtle and other riparian wildlife species and their upland habitats within 
the project site adjacent to Medea Creek.  If suitable uplands are no longer afforded to wildlife adjacent to 
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Medea Creek as the result of project buildout, wildlife will be forced to cross busy roadways such as 
Cornell and Kanan roads to access suitable upland habitat and risk increased mortality from vehicles in 
the process.  Increased mortality to special status species such as pond turtle, which recently suffer a 
statewide population decline should be considered significant under CEQA. 

Response: 

There are no direct impacts to Medea Creek due to the proposed project.  Please see Response to 
Comment No. 104-1, above.  The hydrology of the creek and its water quality also will not change.  The 
project keeps Medea Creek and much of the slopes adjacent to the creek within the designated 
conservation open space. In addition, east/west corridors through the north, central and southern portions 
of the property have been retained. Please see Response to Comment No. 27-6 (CDFG letter dated 
February 2006).  In total, approximately 287.77 acres of the site will be available for use by wildlife after 
project implementation.  With respect to the southwestern pond turtle, see Response to Comment No. 5-4. 

Comment No. 104-9 

Up to 200 feet of fuel modifications may be required in upland areas adjacent to the creek and would 
extend through the riparian system and across the entire creek in some areas.  These impacts should be 
mitigated through avoidance of fuel clearance within the riparian and adjacent upland area.  We 
recommend that intact, undisturbed upland habitat be maintained adjacent to Medea Creek between 
development edges and wildlife habitat associated with the creek and associated riparian zone.  Wildlife 
upland habitat designation on the project site should be based upon the ability of the uplands to provide 
adequate flood escape refugia, nesting and foraging habitat, and a buffer from edge effects from the 
adjacent project as determined by a qualified pond turtle biologist and individual accounts for species 
expected to utilize the project site as cited in the peer reviewed scientific literature. 

Response: 

Intact, undisturbed upland habitat is maintained.  See Response to Comment  No. 5-4.  

Comment No. 104-10 

The project as proposed will require issuance of a Department-approved Incidental Take Permit and a 
Streambed Alterative Agreement because direct and indirect impacts will occur within Department 
jurisdictional drainages to Lyon’s pentachaeta during project construction and over the life of the project.  
The current redesign is not responsive to our previous comments.  Impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta have 
not been fully mitigated as required by CESA.  Provisions for pond turtle and other wildlife habitat 
protection associated with Medea Creek and associated uplands have not been fully evaluated or provided 
to assure for persistence of pond turtle and other riparian species within the project site and the region.  
As a responsible and trustee agency, we request that the avoidance measures recommended here be 
incorporated into a final project design.  These include: 
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• Eliminate Lots 58, 59, 60, 61, 23, 25, and 26 and associated fuel clearance; 

• Identify and protect optimal upland habitats for pond turtle and other riparian species on the 
project site adjacent to Medea Creek and implement restrictions prohibiting fuel clearance 
impacts within the riparian zone and adjacent protected uplands. 

• Secure concurrence from Los Angeles County Fire Department that no fuel clearance will be 
required within the Medea Creek riparian zone and adjacent identified protected uplands as 
described above. 

We also request the lead agency ensure an Incidental Take Permit and a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
are obtained prior to grubbing and issuance of grading permits. 

Response: 

Your comment is noted.  Mitigation Measure F-8 requires that the applicant demonstrate compliance with 
both state and federal streambed/wetland and endangered species laws and regulations. The project 
applicant is to provide the County of copies of all required state and federal permits prior to issuance of a 
grading permit.  

Based on the review of the project, analysis of potential impacts, and proposed mitigation measures, the 
County believes that the project adequately mitigates impacts to biological resources with the exception 
of the loss of habitat, which remains an unavoidable and significant effect of development.  All direct 
impacts to sensitive species have been eliminated.  Indirect impacts also have been minimized.  Wildlife 
corridors have been retained.  The management of 287.77 acres should ensure the preservation of the 
retained resources.   

Upland habitat is protected, see Response to Comment No. 5-4. 

The preliminary Fuel Modification Plan, dated June 22, 2007 (see Appendix M-3) was approved by the 
Fire Department on July 7, 2007 (see Appendix M-2). 
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IV.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

 
I.  Responses to Additional Written Comments 
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Comment Letter 105
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Response to Comment No. 105-1: 

This letter was received by the Los Angeles County Office of Education in January of 1998 from the Las 
Virgenes Unified School District.  It is not a comment on the Draft EIR and, pursuant to CEQA, a 
response is not required.  However, for the record, the District indicated it was interested in acquiring a 
schoold site within the project site.  However, this interest was not raised in the District’s response to the 
Notice of Preparation, their review of the Draft EIR or in any communication with the preparers of the 
EIR.  Therefore, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forward to the decision-makers 
for their consideration. 

The letter also notes that the District cannot serve the anticipated new students from the proposed project 
in current (i.e., 1998) schools.  Impacts to schools are discussed in Section III.M.3 of the Draft EIR.  The 
analyses indicate that the project’s payment of developer fees would fully mitigate the project’s impacts. 



1

Comment Letter 106
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Response to Comment No. 106-1: 

This comment was submitted to the Department of Regional Planning almost two years before the 
circulation of the Draft EIR and, therefore, is not a comment on the Draft EIR.  Pursuant to CEQA, a 
response is not required.  However, for the record, the District indicates it’s concern regarding changes in 
zoning in the general plan.   As the project does not involve a zone change or an amendment to the 
general plan, the comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
consideration. 



1

Comment Letter 107
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Response to Comment No. 107-1 

This comment expresses support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration 



1

Comment Letter 108
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Response to Comment No. 108-1 

The commenter has submitted this letter to the Regional Planning Commission  in January 2000. The 
letter expresses general opposition to further development in the commenter’s neighborhood, but does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   
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V. RESPONSES TO ORAL TESTIMONY 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

This section contains responses to oral testimony regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR provided during 
six public hearings.  Public hearings were held by the Regional Planning Commission on May 18, 2005, 
June 22, 2005, June 28, 2006 and September 20, 2006.   Public hearings were held by the Board of 
Supervisors on March 27, 2007 and July 24, 2007.  

To the extent possible, where oral testimony duplicates written comments, responses refer the reader to the 
appropriate response to written comments.  Due to the lengthy testimony, responses are only provided to 
those comments that address the adequacy of the Environmental Impact Report and significant environment 
issues, and comments that ask direct questions regarding the proposed project.  

To facilitate the response to the large number of oral testimony comments received, the Responses to Oral 
Testimony portion of this Final EIR uses the following convention.  Comments are referenced to the public 
hearing during which they were expressed.  The first Regional Planning Commission public hearing on May 
18, 2005 is referenced as PH1; the second public hearing is referenced as PH2, and so forth.  Comments 
made during the hearing are numbered sequentially. Hence the first comment responded to from the first 
public hearing is numbered PH1-1, the second comment responded to is numbered PH1-2, and so forth.  The 
first Board of Supervisors hearing on March 27, 2007 s referenced as BSPH1; the second public hearing is 
referenced as BSPH2. 
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Hearing of May 18, 2005 
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Public Hearing:  Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission, Wednesday, 
May 18, 2005 

Note: As discussed in Sections I and II of this Final EIR, subsequent to the planning commission public 
hearing on the Draft EIR, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed, the “revised project 
design” consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed at the public 
hearing address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment PH1-1: 

Ms. Holmes:  But probably most disconcerting is that this is the Santa Monica Mountains.  It's an area 
that no longer should have the impact of development that is continuing to go in there, and that's why I 
believe the North Area Plan has been put into place.  This project also has an SEA, a significant 
ecological area, in it, and it's considered by many people to be the gateway to the Santa Monica 
Mountains.  This project is also adjacent -- and I don't know if the planning commission knows this -- to 
another project which is in the process of getting reviewed in Agoura Hills called the Agoura Village, 
which combined with this project will have a very lasting impact on this scenic corridor.  Today the 
reason that I'm here is because of the map behind you which we're calling Alternative Plan Number 6. 
Now, this plan -- I can kind of see it from here, but I know it well enough -- this plan came into being by -
- after interviewing at least 2 or 300 people in the area to see what they could live with in this area.  We 
met with leaders and community people. In fact, most of the people behind me today were involved in the 
creating of this plan.  This plan became -- came into being just in modest living rooms in the community 
and conversations.  This particular plan -- if you take a look at it, you can see that it really shows the area 
in its character as it is. It really points out the significant land features.  The yellow highlighted area that 
you see up there is the federally and state protected flower, the lyons pentachaeta. It also shows the oak 
trees that are important. It shows the variation of the ridgelines and the topography.  It shows the flood-
plain zone which is that blue that you see up on the map. It also shows the development staying on the 
already degraded area underneath Ladyface Mountain, which shows nine homes on large lots.  This plan 
also shows the blue-line streams.  There are several of them that converge to become Medea Creek.  It 
also shows tributaries that are considered blue-line streams as well, which we've highlighted in blue.  It 
does show the other homes in the area.  It shows that Coletta Street does stop. It cannot go further because 
it goes right into the creek. Silver Creek, well, is terminating at the point where you see it, whereas on the 
developer's plan it's showing those streets going through.  At least I believe Silver Creek goes through.  
This plan was presented to the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy about a month ago.  It was the 
unveiling of this plan.  This plan, after it was presented -- it was asked of the panel, which consisted of 
Paul Edelman and Joe Edmondson (phonetic) -- they were asked what they thought of this plan because 
they were in the process of writing a letter.  Their words were, it is perfect.  In fact, I was a little surprised 
to hear someone else that came up to speak that Ed Corridory (phonetic) supported that development.  I 
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don't believe that's accurate, but I could be wrong because Ed Corridory who is a member of the advisory 
committee for the Santa  Monica Mountains Conservancy asked the panel if this plan was what they were 
looking for, and it was put into motion as being adopted by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy. Ed 
Corridory now serves as the mayor of Agoura Hills.  Again, going back to the plan, we have kept all of 
the development out of this SEA.  This particular SEA is considered a number six which is the highest 
rated SEA in terms of habitat and wildlife.  It has the highest stand of lyons pentachaeta in Southern 
California.  This plant does not mitigate.  That means it cannot be transplanted.  All buildings are out of 
the riparian habitat -- habitat that's near Kanan Road.  All the buildings are based in the already degraded 
area under our precious Ladyface Mountain, and they're kept on large lots which is in keeping with the 
area, and they're clustered.  The Zuma Ridge Trail, on this particular plan that we're showing, is clearly 
defined, but we've shown it also as an alternative going through the project so that you keep the 
equestrians and the hikers out of Cornell Road, which is very dangerous, and keep them up on the 
ridgeline.  The oak trees, the endangered species, the blue-line streams, significant ridgeline, significant 
land features -- all of this is on this property, and I believe that's one of the reasons this property hasn't 
developed.  It is a very rare piece of property.  One thing that we've also been able to eliminate is the 
large retaining walls and the cuts that this development is projecting.  There's going to be a 70-foot cut 
behind the fire station in the SEA, and there's going to be a 30-foot retaining wall under Ladyface 
Mountain.  I did appreciate Vance Moran's comments when he came up here.  I think Vance is a 
wonderful man.  We'd like to know who Bruce Whizin is.  We've heard nothing but good things about 
both people.  I did have the pleasure to speak to Vance, and I will say that Vance was very willing to sell 
the property if it could be sold, and we are doing our best to see what we can do to make this happen.  I 
mean, obviously, we're not made of money, but we'd love to see that happen.  The plan also that we're 
showing shows no streetlights, curbs, or gutters.  It's more of a rural characteristic as the area dictates and 
as the land surrounding it dictates.  This site is also going to be difficult to develop the infrastructure that 
will be needed to go into place to keep the drainage in to conform to today's standards in keeping the 
creeks clean.  CPO feels that that's going to create a huge economic burden on this process for the 
developer.  That's another reason why we have the nine lots underneath Ladyface Mountain because we 
feel that that wouldn't have to take place or very little of it, and we believe -- in particular you heard today 
that this investment that these people did make 50 years ago, that is something that we understand, but at 
the same time 50 years ago, the cost as compared to today's cost should be taken into consideration.  In 
fact, CPO would like to review the economic analysis of the site as we believe that a good profit could be 
made on the site if this plan were adopted.  The open space could be donated to the parks, and the owners 
of the land could get a very noteworthy tax write-off. We think this should be explored before allowing 
the excessive grading in this development.  Now, one thing that I want to also take a moment and pause 
and say is that the county has been a leader by showing that they value resource conservation by putting 
into place the North Area Plan and creating a ridgeline ordinance for all to benefit for them in the future.  
I did hear from the proponents of the project that, you know, we -- I don't consider myself a NIMBY.  I 
think many of the people in the room today don't even live close to the project.  We care about the Santa 
Monica Mountains.  This is our last resource for the citizens of Los Angeles.  CPO is also going to submit 
today, when I'm done with this testimony, a packet for all the commissioners to please review which goes 
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into a little bit more detail the points that I've pointed out today. It also includes an 11-by-17 plan for you 
to look at. 

Response: 

The project applicant has reviewed the development proposal submitted by the CPO and after careful 
consideration has rejected the alternative since it does not meet the objective of providing high-quality 
housing for local and area residents to meet existing and future needs of those desiring to live in the Santa 
Monica Mountains and to help alleviate the severe housing shortage in the greater Los Angeles region.  In 
addition, the CPO alternative is rejected because it is not consistent with the density (i.e., 81 homes) 
permitted on the project site by the existing land use designations of the North Area Plan.  A copy of the 
CPO alternative is included in Appendix R. 

Comment PH1-2: 

Number 1, we have not been given access to the economical data.  I've already touched on that.  But it 
must be made public so we can evaluate the economic substantiation and compare other alternatives 
including the CPO preferred alternative.  

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 5.  Also, see a copy of the Net Fiscal Impact analysis in Appendix N of this 
Final EIR 

Comment PH1-3: 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 2, a major flaw in this document is that the master landscape plan was not 
prepared and its potential impacts evaluated in the EIR.  This issue is called deferral, and CEQA does not 
permit deferral of issues of project proponents that have the potential to adversely impact the 
environment. 

Response: 

The Design Guidelines and Landscape Plan for the revised project are included in Appendices K and L of 
this Final EIR, respectively.  No deferral has occurred since the Draft EIR presented and assessed the 
landscape plan’s general parameters and performance standards.  The inclusion of the more detailed 
landscape plan and design guidelines in the Final EIR serves to clarify and amplify upon the information 
contained in the Draft EIR and their inclusion does not result in the identification of any new significant 
impacts. 
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Comment PH1-4: 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 3, throughout the document claims are made that the project will not enter Medea 
Creek.  However, storm runoff to this creek will require energy dissipaters, and the location and design of 
these facilities are not described anywhere in the document.  The potential environmental effects of this 
facility needs to be described. 

Response: 

See Responses to Comment Nos. 8-12, 8-16, 8-39 and 8-47. 

Comment PH1-5: 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 4, the EIR identifies the location reserved for a major water facility and then 
defers discussion of the facility to the future by the Las Virgenes Water District.  Such deferral is not 
appropriate when a site is being reserved or set aside for the district, particularly the visual impacts of 
such a reservoir at the suggested location. 

Response: 

The tank site is discussed in the Draft EIR on pages I-18 (Project Description), III.I-27 (Visual Qualities) 
and III.N-1-6 (Public Utilities – Water).  Also, see Response to Comment No. 8-19. 

Comment PH1-6: 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 5, Medea Creek is so polluted that it does not have any assimilative capacity for 
certain pollution, nitrates, phosphates, and bacteria.  This project is installing high-quality-water control 
devices, but the project will result in degradation of water quality for the above parameters, particularly 
from dry weather runoff from the site.  With no assimilative capacity in the project discharges, there is no 
way to avoid a finding that water quality impacts are significant. 

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 4 and Responses to Comment Nos. 8-42 through 8-57. 

Comment PH1-7: 

Number 6, the project will have major effects on landforms. 

Response: 

The alteration of landforms is addressed in the Draft EIR in Section I, Project Description, Section III.A, 
Geotechnical Hazards – Grading, and Section III.I, Visual Qualities. 
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Comment PH1-8: 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 7, the EIR does not discuss the possibility of blasting during grading and the 
effects of blasting. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, blasting is discussed in the Draft EIR.  See Responses to Comment Nos. 8-27, 
8-83 and 10-8. 

Comment PH1-9: 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 8, we are all aware that diesel particulates are toxic.  The EIR fails to address 
health impacts to local residences from diesel particulates emitted during construction. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 8-32. 

Comment PH1-10 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 9, the county requires an evaluation of the 50-year flood hazard.  The CEQA 
checklist form requires an evaluation of the 100-year flood hazard.  The 100-year-flood-hazard issue is 
ignored in the EIR, but the documents attempts to make a finding that it has been addressed.  This 
conclusion is not accurate. 

Response: 

See Responses to Comment Nos. 8-34 and 8-36. 

Comment PH1-11: 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 10, the biology surveys for several animal species are old and no longer of value.  
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service protocol requires surveys to be completed within the previous 12 
months of the study to be valid. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 9-7. 

Comment PH1-12: 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 11, the biology section falls into a fatal error because it focuses on what will be 
saved, not on the effects of what will be lost.  Approximately 60 acres of the site will be lost.  The overall 
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habitat-carrying capacity of the property will be reduced by about 20 percent.  This loss is inherently 
significant and adverse, given the type of species that we know will be impacted, and those potential 
species that may be impacted. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the analyses in Draft EIR assess impacts to biological resources on pages III.F-
33 through III.F-44.  Furthermore, the revised project reduces impacts beyond that discussed in the Draft 
EIR.  For example, the revised project will directly impact approximately 27.39 acres by grading; in 
comparison, the previously proposed project discussed in the Draft EIR would have directly affected 48.6 
acres.  Furthermore, some of the 27.39 acres affected by grading have been degraded by previous 
activities and have less habitat value than the undisturbed areas.  Approximately 10.2 acres on the west 
side of Kanan Road has been substantially disturbed by previous grading activities and currently provides 
poor habitat values.  On the east side of Cornell Road, an area of less than one acre was being used to cut 
and store fire wood, while on the south side of Fire Station No. 65 another area has been disturbed by 
horse stables.  These areas also have poor habitat value.  Between Kanan and Cornell Roads, an area of 
approximately 1 to 2 acres was previously graded during the construction of Kanan Road and has been 
used as a dumpster storage area.  This area also has poor habitat value.  While the grading footprint of the 
revised project would affect 27.39 acres, 10.2 acres of the grading footprint has been previously 
disturbed; therefore, only approximately 17.19 acres are undisturbed and retain full habitat values.  In 
addition, another 21.9 onsite acres and 1.32 offsite acres would be affected by the revised project’s fuel 
modification requirements.  Fuel modification reduces habitat value, but does not eliminate it.  
Consequently, the revised project would eliminate approximately 17.19 acres of undisturbed habitat; 10.2 
acres of disturbed area with limited habitat value; and would reduce habitat value on another 23.22 acres 
due to fuel modification. Also, see Response to Comment No. 8-11. 

Comment PH1-13: 

Ms. Holmes:   Number 12, the traffic evaluation failed to address the primary concern which was 
weekend traffic and the potential for safety hazards related to such traffic.  Thus the traffic evaluation is 
flawed and does not represent the worst-case condition the project will contribute to and be affected by. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the analyses in the Draft EIR discussed traffic safety hazards on pages III.L-11 
through III.L-13 and III/L-29.  With respect to weekend traffic, see Response to Comment No. 8-121. 

Comment PH1-14: 

Ms. Holmes:   And this is the last, 13, finally, this project is inconsistent with a large number of policies 
contained in the pertinent planning documents.  The CPO alternative would eliminate these 
inconsistencies.  Is the county ready to approve a project that violates policies that were established in 
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good faith and relied upon by the local residents to ensure consistency and compatibility with critical 
development policies?   

Response: 

With respect to project consistency with the policies of the North Area Plan, see Topical Response 3.  
With respect to the CPO alternative, see Response to Comment No. PH1-1. 

Comment PH1-15: 

Ms. Holmes:   CPO's answer is that it is not appropriate, and either the project should be redesigned to 
meet the policies or rejected as an unsuitable development for the project location as proposed. 

Response: 

This comment expresses opinions about the previously proposed project, but does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a 
response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the revised project has been designed specifically 
in response to concerns expressed by the Planning Commission staff and members of the public.  With 
respect to consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3.  

Comment PH1-16: 

Mr. Hess:   This particular Draft EIR describes large cuts and fills throughout the project.  Alternative 
Number 4, the 44 homes alternative, calls for 400,000 yards of grading.  Interesting that this is only a 23 
percent reduction in grading with a 50 percent reduction in home sites, so I felt that that was interesting.  
A liberal interpretation of the grading estimates throughout the project -- in other words,  calculations 
favor the developer.  In many cases there's a ten X or -- 10 times or more excess over what's allowed 
under the North Area Plan, so I see that throughout the plan. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, neither the previously proposed project nor the revised project exceed what’s 
allowed under the North Area plan. The North Area Plan does not limit the amount of grading that may be 
conducted.  If the comment is a reference to Grading and Significant Ridgeline Ordinance amendment of 
the North Area Plan (Title 22, Planning and Zoning of the Los Angeles County Code, Section 
22.44.133(D)(4)(b)), it should be understood that the ordinance does not prohibit grading in excess of 
5,000 cubic yards.  Rather, the ordinance requires a conditional use permit for grading in excess of 5,000 
cubic yards.  
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Comment PH1-17: 

Mr. Hess:   Many of the 70-foot fills and whatnot have been discussed.  The geology under those areas 
hasn't been very well explained.  The details of the ridgelines -- the North Area Plan's ridgeline ordinance 
shown in effect here -- the details of the ridgeline are not well defined.  The North Area Plan policy 14, 4-
13, is violated, and the truckloads of -- the 17,000 truckloads of dirt required by Alternative Number 4 is 
excessive. 

Response: 

The geology of the project site is summarized in Section III.A (Geotechnical; Hazards – Grading) of the 
Draft EIR.  Technical Appendices A-1 through A-4, which are incorporated by reference, provide the 
detailed discussions of site geology.  The details of significant ridgelines in the North Area Plan are 
provided in the Grading and Significant Ridgeline Ordinance (see (Title 22, Planning and Zoning of the 
Los Angeles County Code, Section 22.44.133(D)(4)(b)).  The consistency of the previously proposed 
project with NAP Policy IV-13 is discussed on page III.K-13 of the Draft EIR.  The consistency of the 
revised project is discussed in Topical Response No. 3.  The opinion that 17,000 truckloads of dirt is 
excessive is unsupported by fact or any analyses.  Therefore, no further response is required. 

Comment PH1-18: 

I’ve been on both sides of this property, and much of the property is much too steep to develop.  It’s also 
very rocky, so concern about dynamiting is a reasonable one. 

Response: 

The opinion that much of the property is much too steep to develop is unsupported by fact, expert 
testimony or analyses.  Therefore, no further response is required.  Blasting is discussed in the Draft EIR 
at page III.H-10 and 11.  Also, see Response to Comment No. 8-83. 

Comment PH1-19: 

Mr. Brown:   The significant ecological area program originated with the state passage of the Open 
Space Lands Act in 1970, which requires local jurisdictions to make definite plans for the preservation of 
valuable open-space land and take positive action to carry out such plans, and the county is -- and those 
for the comprehensive and long-range preservation and conservation of open space.  The county has 
chosen to meet this requirement, the state requirement, by establishing the significant ecological area 
program.   

And if you go back and read the older documents, for one thing they make the point that Los Angeles 
County is only one of two counties in the United States that has the full diversity of habitats of marine, 
coastline, flatlands, mountains, and desert in its borders; San Diego County being the other.  And this 
creates a unique variety of biota resources.   
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These SEAs were nominated by a survey conducted by the county's consultant in 1976 of universities and 
museums, arboretums, scientific and conservation organizations to nominate what they thought were the 
most important environmental areas in the county, and then 62 out of those 115 areas nominated were 
selected as significant ecological areas.  I wanted to give you that little background.  And the study that 
the consultant did said the golden project was to establish a set of areas that would illustrate the full range 
of biological diversity in Los Angeles County that remained as undisturbed relics in what was once found 
throughout the region.  To fulfill this function, all 62 significant ecological areas must be preserved in as 
near pristine condition as possible.   

I don't think we're achieving that here, especially with that finger of development that sticks way into the 
SEA portion of the property.  That concerns me the most.  And if you look carefully at the slopes there 
which were spoken of already, the steep slopes, you're only getting half a dozen lots maybe out of all that 
grading.   

Response: 

Under the revised 61-lot project, the “finger of development that sticks way into the SEA portion of the 
property” has been eliminated. 

Comment PH1-20: 

I’m not even sure this is going to be cost effective for the applicant to build those last few lots.  I think the 
way to handle this and the way this has been handled with other projects in the area in the SEA is 
concentrate as much as possible in the least sensitive portion of the property and leave the rest 
undisturbed.  That could be done here, I think, with, you know, more careful planning. 

Response: 

CEQA does not treat cost effectiveness as a significant impact to the environment.  Nevertheless, it 
should be emphasized that the revised project does exactly as the comment suggests: it concentrates the 
development of 10 homes in the least sensitive portion of the SEA adjacent to Cornell Road.  In 
comparison, the previously proposed project provided for 27 homes extending back into the SEA.   

Comment PH1-21: 

Mr. Kamino:   First the EIR states that the project will be required to pay quinbey (phonetic) fee to the 
county to offset the increased demand for parks and recreation facilities.  It is likely, however, that the 
residents of this development would be using the parks and recreation facilities of our city due to the 
proximity of our active parks and recreation facilities and the lack of same in the immediate, 
unincorporated areas.  Therefore, it's recommended that the mitigation measure be revised to require an 
equitable proportion of the quinbey fees be paid to the City of Agoura Hills.   
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Response: 

As discussed in the analyses of Parks and Recreation (Section III.M.5 of the Draft EIR), with the required 
payment of Quimby fees to the LACDPR, impacts on parks and recreational facilities in the County of 
Los Angeles would be less than significant.  The Subdivision Map Act, Government Code Section 
66477(a)(3), requires the County of Los Angeles to use the Quimby fees to develop new neighborhood or 
community parks or recreational facilities to serve the subdivision.  County is confident that with the 
provision of these new County facilities, the impacts of the revised 61-lot project on City of Agoura Hills 
parks and recreation facilities would be temporary and less than significant.  Also, see Response to 
Comment No. 10-47. 

Comment PH1-22: 

Mr. Kamino:   The main point of the regional access for this development would be the Kanan 101 
interchange, and over the next two years or so the city will be embarking on a fairly massive 
reconstruction project of that 101 Kanan interchange, and any construction traffic associated with the 
Triangle Ranch project needs to be coordinated with our interchange construction project.  We also 
recommend that the project be subject to payment of our traffic improvement fee which is equivalent to 
about $25,000.  And also any roadway improvements on Kanan Road in the county -- the transition to 
Kanan Road in Agoura Hills will be subject to review and approval by our city staff.   

Response: 

The traffic analyses on page III.L-27 of the Draft EIR concluded the 81-lot project would contribute to a 
cumulative impact at the intersections of Kanan Road at Canwood Street, and Kanan Road at Agoura 
Road.  Therefore, that project would be required to contribute on a fair-share basis to the improvements 
necessary to mitigate those conditions.  However, improvements to these intersections have already been 
made and therefore no contributions to mitigate these conditions will be necessary.  See Response to 
Comment 43-1 in Section IV of this FEIR.  The Project will also pay a Traffic Impact Fee to the City of 
Agoura (see Section III, Corrections and Additions) 

Comment PH1-23: 

Mr. Kamino:   Kanan Road is a designated scenic highway in our General Plan as well as on the North 
Area Plan, and this site will, in fact, be the southern scenic gateway to our city.  And thus, it's important 
that this project be respectful of our city's goals for creating a scenic entry, and thus they're 
recommending that mitigation measures be considered to increase the development buffer zone along 
Kanan Road and add sufficient natural landscape planting be achieved along the Kanan Road corridor.  
And moreover, the use of nonsuburban public improvements such as the minimization of street lighting 
and the deletion of raised curbs, gutters, and sidewalks would also help create a semirural ambience 
which is what the city strives for in our low-density neighborhoods.   
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Response: 

The analyses contained in the Draft EIR discuss project consistency with the City of Agoura Hills’ 
Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan in Section III.I (Visual Qualities).  As discussed on Page III.I-31, the 
81-lot project is consistent with the applicable provisions of the Specific Plan.  The revised 61-lot project 
would similarly be consistent with the development provisions of the Specific Plan.  With respect to rural 
development standards, see Response to Comment 8-7.  With respect to landscaping and setbacks, see 
Response to Comment No. 10-24. 

Comment PH1-24: 

Mr. Kamino:   The grading plan shows cuts and fill slopes that are up to 16, 17 feet high.  We 
recommend that mitigation measures should be considered to reduce those impacts.  And also the EIR is 
silent regarding blasting, and we would like to have that issue addressed as well.   

Response: 

The maximum height of a cut slope under the revised 61-lot project is approximately 40 feet.  There is a 
very small section of that cut slope between Lot 57 and 58, where the knoll projects westerly on the 
Cornell side of the project, that has a cut of 50 feet and then drops quickly below 40 feet. The height of 
manufactured slopes can be reduced by constructing taller retaining walls.  Both have advantages and 
disadvantages with respect to visual qualities.  The decision to replace manufactured slopes with retaining 
walls would be the responsibility of the decision-makers.  The comment incorrectly states the Draft EIR is 
silent regarding blasting.  In fact, blasting is discussed in the Draft EIR on pages III.H-10 and 11.  Also, 
see Responses to Comment Nos. 8-83 and 10-8.  

Comment PH1-25: 

Mr. Edelman:   One other debunked point is that he mentioned something about 3 million cubic yards of 
export with Alternative 4 which is the environmentally superior alternative.  It's only 230,000 cubic yards 
of export which is a far cry less than what the EIR says.  And that, too, can be solved by obviously 
moving the dirt around within the site, and we shouldn't be constrained, I think, 1 by just what the 
alternative as it's written in the Draft EIR.   

Response: 

As shown on Table V-1 (page V-35) of the Draft EIR, the estimated quantity of earth movement for 
Alternative 4 is 384,900 cubic yards.  The resulting imbalance in grading would require the export of 
229,240 cubic yards (page V-36).  While the excess cut material could be used as fill elsewhere on the 
site, such a plan would result in substantial increases in impacts to drainages, alterations in landform and 
loss of habitat.  In comparison to Alternative 4, the revised 61-lot project would require the excavation of 
308,500 cubic yards of grading and only approximately 700 cubic yards of import. 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch  V. Response to Oral Testimony 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page V-14 

Comment PH1-26: 

I think the biggest problem - - I think that - - I wish the county would discuss this more in cities is the 
idea of units - - the North Area Plan guide as to what the maximum of units are on a property, but they 
don't talk about what they can do with a unit.  A unit can be a very small little house, or it can be a big 
ranch, and that's a big linchpin in this issue.  And the North Area Plan does not provide guidelines how 
big a pad can be, how much orchard somebody can have, how much corral, and it's a huge flag.  But the 
great thing about it is that you guys as commissioners - - you're the ones that can solve that.  I think that 
the law gives you the discretion to put potentially on this site much smaller pads.  They can have bigger 
lots so that people can own a big lot, but that it could almost be chaparral and full modifications so that 
they can own it, and though the people aren't going to be allowed on it, they might not be able to fence it.  
So I urge you - - in the course of my testimony, reading our letter, and deliberating on this project - - to 
realize that you have the capacity to possibly take what currently holds 81 units and put 200 units in it or 
to take a footprint that big and say it can only hold 44 units like Alternative 4, and put 81 units in it just 
by making smaller pad sizes.  There's no guarantee in the plan to what pad size somebody gets.  I think 
that this is probably the best example of a project to implement that strategy of making very small pads 
but potentially larger lots to deal with that issue.  I think it's the best public policy, and given that these 
people who own this property so long, the fact that land values have increased so much, possibly gives 
them economic potential to do that.  We -- the Conservancy agrees that the CPO alternative is the best 
because it takes care of the wildlife-corridor issue, the creek-buffer issues, view shed, and SEA 
protection.  I think the discussion should focus more on SEA 4 in the alternative, and we commend staff 
for recommending that.  It's far from perfect.  It still has significant impacts, but it does what CEQA 
intends to do.  It avoids impacts and balances. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project reduces the grading footprint assessed in the Draft EIR from 48.6 acres to 
approximately 27.39 acres – a 43 percent reduction in direct grading impacts.  In addition, the revised 
project reduces the size of the proposed development by 20 homes, a reduction of 24.7 percent.  With 
respect to the CPO recommended alternative, see Response to Comment PH1-1 

Comment PH1-27: 

Mr. Edelman:   The damages of that?  Well, that is a critical wildlife, east-west wildlife corridor next to 
the creek.  It's absolutely in the face of any motorist in that area -- any trail user and at the gateway of a 
national recreation area, and it's just for six units or for five units or even for ten units.  It's just an inferior 
place to put development on this property, more so than any other portion of the property, other than on 
the pentachaeta area.   
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Response: 

With respect to the Medea Creek area, the analyses in the Draft EIR indicate that “wildlife movement 
across the project site is already impeded by Kanan and Cornell Roads and residential development along 
Medea Creek.  Project implementation would serve to further impede wildlife movement within and 
across the project site, except along Medea Creek, which would remain intact following project 
implementation.  The existing habitat connections to open space south of the project site, where most on-
site wildlife movement is probably concentrated (due to development to the north, along U.S. Highway 
101), would remain largely unaffected by project implementation” (page III.F-39).   

With respect to visual qualities, the project site is not situated in a pristine location.  Rather, the project 
site is bordered by the growing City of Agoura Hills to the north (see Draft EIR, Photograph A, Figure II-
2) and substantial residential development to the south (see Draft EIR, Photographs C and D, Figure II-3).  
Also, see Response to Comment No. 10-22.  Additionally, the project site wraps around existing 
development on Cornell Road (see Draft EIR, Photograph B, Figure II-2; and Photographs E and F, 
Figure II-4).  

In contrast to the existing development in the immediate vicinity of the project site where there has been 
no imposition of required measures to mitigate the visual quality effects, the revised 61-lot project would 
incorporate substantial design features to mitigate its visual impacts (see Landscape Plan in Appendix L 
and Design Guidelines in Appendix K of this Final EIR).   

Comment PH1-28: 

Ms. French:   The implication that Lyons pentachaeta is not blooming is simply inaccurate.  I don't 
condone trespassing, but I understand county staff is aware of recent reports that the plant is -- I believe 
the word was used everywhere on the site.  It blooms May to June.  I'd like to suggest that the applicant 
and commission members come out to the site and see it in bloom.  That might clear up any questions 
regarding the current status.   

Response: 

The analyses in the Draft EIR do not imply that the Lyon’s pentachaeta on the project site is not 
blooming.  To the contrary, the analyses discuss the presence of the Lyon’s pentachaeta in detail in 
Section III.F (pages III.F-18 to III.F-20, III.F-35 and III.F-36.  Extensive mitigation is presented at pages 
III.F-45 and III.F-46 (also, see Section III, Corrections and Additions).  Additional Lyon’s pentachaeta 
surveys are also included in Appendix C-14 through C-16 of this Final EIR.   

Comment PH1-29: 

Ms. French:   In many ways the Draft EIR ignores the county's goal in establishing an SEA resource 
protection.  According to the L.A. County General Plan, resource protection takes precedence within the 
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boundaries of an SEA.  The development must be designed to be, quote, highly compatible with biotic 
resources present.  The Draft EIR must include a discussion of the significance of the site in the long-term 
recovery of Lyons pentachaeta and Santa Monica dudleya.  As of 1999 the total number of individual 
Lyons pentachaeta plants was estimated at 25,000.  The 2003 -- of the Triangle Ranch site reported 
530,000 plants.  The site is critical to the effective recovery and declassification of the species.  This has 
to be addressed in the Draft EIR.   

Response: 

Please review Responses to Comment Nos. 2-12, 5-9, 10-9 and 10-15. 

Comment PH1-30: 

Ms. French:   In relation to the dudleya, fewer than ten locations have been identified, actually nine.  Six 
of those sites are in private hands.  Between 1992 and 2004 the number of individual plants doubled on 
the Triangle Ranch site to 600 plants.  That's a remarkable feat for a species that, at it’s most due to its 
habitat, is ever going to reach a couple thousand.   

Response: 

Please review Response to Comment No. 5-9. 

Comment PH1-31: 

Ms. French:   I want to get the ball rolling on the discing discussion.  I went to the SETAC meeting.  
They discussed in detail.  We got two sentences about it in the Draft EIR.  I think it's unconscionable.  
Since at least 1999 the property owner has possessed an expensive biota report of the project site.  Several 
areas of Lyons pentachaeta  habitat have been repeatedly disced by weed abatement vendors in recent 
years, leading to the taking of the federally endangered species.  County weed abatement personnel were 
never made aware of the existence of this plant on-site until 2004.  In all of these areas hand-clearing was 
possible and would have met the county's goal of fire phasing.   

Fire plant notices were sent to the property owner who also was the recipient of the biota report.  The 
report included detailed maps depicting the location of the Lyons pentachaeta on the project site as well 
as a detailed discussion of activities that should be avoided to protect it.  Discing was included in the list 
of harmful activities to avoid.  That memo is also in your Draft EIR.  It's in the appendix.  I actually -- in 
my letter I'll be submitting since it doesn't all have to be accurate.  It has a copy of that.  In 2004 after the 
urging of CPO members to cease all discing on-site, the county did meet with the property owners.  These 
communications need to be made public.   

No taking permit has ever been requested of the Department of Fish and Game.  This Lyons pentachaeta 
area is in the proposed project footprint.  As many as 76,000 individual plants could have been destroyed 
by the discing activity.  I take that from some of the densities that are on-site.  The previous discing 
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activities and resultant taking of the Lyons pentachaeta should be included in the project application.  The 
draft EIR underestimates the amount of Lyons pentachaeta in passing.   

Response: 

The discing was done by the County of Los Angeles Department of Weed Abatement, not the landowner 
or project proponent.  As noted in the Draft EIR approximately 3,300 to 7,400 square feet of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta habitat was disced prior to the activity being stopped (page III.F-19).   

Because the Lyon’s pentachaeta is a federally-listed species, the Corps of Engineers is consulting with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. . The consultation has 
been completed with a finding that the project would not jeopardize the continued existence of the species 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion (1-8-05-F-24), May 24, 2007). See Biological 
Opinion in Appendix C-21. In addition, the project proponent anticipates seeking a Section 2081 permit 
from the California Department of Fish and Game prior to grading. 

With respect to on-site Lyon’s pentachaeta, the project applicant has completed extensive surveying.  See 
Response to Comment Nos. 5-2. 

Comment PH1-32: 

Ms. French:   Fire clearance -- we're discussing 200 feet.  There are instances where 300 feet is going to 
be required to get your fire insurance.  This actually happened to a population of Lyons pentachaeta as 
has been discussed in the 1999 station wildlife service recovery plan which I'm attaching to my letter.   

Response: 

The project applicant has met with the Fire Department and additional conditions have been added to the 
maintenance agreement for the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan.  The new conditions limit fuel 
modification in riparian area to removal of dead and downed material and exotics and will exclude annual 
maintenance in Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat areas. See preliminary Fuel Modification Plan (Appendix  M) 
and Design Guidelines (Appendix K). 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR includes a mitigation measure (F-1) requiring that fuel modification 
near Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat be performed by manual means such as hand or power tools to prune, 
thin, and remove vegetation that would out compete Lyon’s pentachaeta. 

Because Lyon’s pentachaeta grows to be about 6 inches to 8 inches in height and fuel modification 
requires that only plants with a height of 18 inches or more be reduced, any necessary fuel modification in 
areas adjacent to Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat can be accomplished so that disturbance is minimized. 
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Comment PH1-33: 

Ms. French:   The landscape plan -- we have no landscape plan.  This plan is a really poor competitor.  If 
anything comes in, it's out.   

Response: 

The Landscape Plan is included in Appendix L of this Final EIR.  

Comment PH1-34: 

Ms. French:   The Cornell Road dedication -- there's a ten-foot road dedication in the widening that's 
going to encroach in the Lyons pentachaeta into occurrence P-1.  This is an address.  It looks like the 
infiltration basin and the basin overflow -- definitely the Zuma Ridge Trail -- all encroach into the Lyons 
pentachaeta is not addressed.  The Draft EIR must address all the possible impacts of development on the 
sensitive species, not just the direct loss of habitat for fuel modification.  The introduction of competitive 
weeds -- the displacement of Lyons pentachaeta must be addressed, the local hydrology, gopher activity -- 
it might sound strange, but that's what took care of it in Stunt Ranch -- the gophers came in; the 
pentachaeta left. 

Response: 

The location of Lyons pentachaeta, at the southerly end of the project site, on Cornell Road, will not be 
disrupted by the proposed development because the County is not requiring that Cornell Road be widened 
beyond the deceleration lane proposed which does not interfere with the protected plants.  In addition, the 
10-foot roadway dedication will only be an “offer of dedication” that the County can accept when they 
see the need to widen Cornell Road. 

The 61-lot site plan has been modified to eliminate direct impact on the Lyon’s pentachaeta, including the 
referenced infiltration basin, and because there is no longer an alignment for the Zuma Ridge Trail that 
follows Medea Creek, there is no impact to the Lyon’s pentachaeta due to the trail (see Comment Letter 
No. 47. Comment PH1-35: 

Ms. French:   Recovery also requires the setting aside of additional potential habitat.  Lyons pentachaeta 
will occupy different portions of appropriate habitat over the course of several years.  Therefore, all 
appropriate habitat on the site should be identified and either set aside in the open space lot with adequate 
buffering and included in the discussion of level of impact the proposed project has on the species.   

Response: 

Please see Response to Comment No. 5-9. 
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Comment PH1-36: 

Ms. Arancibia:   The DEIR is inadequate due to its failure to provide a meaningful project alternative 
that avoids significant impacts to sensitive biological resources and that is consistent with the goals and 
the policies of the North Area Plan.  The number of units proposed for this project is the maximum that is 
allowed under the plan.  However, if the proposed number and configuration of units results in significant 
and unavoidable impacts to biological and scenic resources, a project alternative must be presented that 
reduces the number of proposed units and/or clusters of units to reduce these impacts.  The proposed 
project location is a major gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and is 
identified in the North Area Plan as a highly scenic area.  The proposed project site contains Lyons 
pentachaeta, a state and federally endangered plant species, as well as Medea Creek which drains into 
Malibu Creek, home of the federally endangered steelhead trout and tide water goby.  The proposed 
project site is also located partially in Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area Number 6. 

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR contains two alternatives (No. 4 and 5) that were specifically 
designed to reduce and/or eliminate impacts to biological resources.  Additionally, the revised 61-lot 
alternative also achieves reductions in impacts to biological resources and can be found to be consistent 
with the North Area Plan (see Topical Response No. 3).  With respect to whether the project site is major 
gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, see Response to Comment Nos. 10-22 
and 11-1.  Analyses contained in the Draft EIR address Lyons pentachaeta and potential for fish in Medea 
Creek in Section III.F.  The analyses address the SEA in Section II, Environmental Setting and Section 
III.F, Biological Resources in the Draft EIR. 

Comment PH1-37: 

We support inclusion in the final Environmental Impact Report of an alternative that reduces size, that 
avoids impact to the Lyons pentachaeta and Medea Creek, and that is clustered on the east side of Kanan 
Road. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project reduces the area of grading, the number of proposed homes, avoids impacts to 
Lyon’s pentachaeta and Medea Creek.   

Comment PH1-38: 

Ms. Beck:   We've commented on various iterations of the proposed project.  Each letter, including for 
the currently out, has voiced the same suggestion.  Prior to drafting the EIR, redesign the project to 
protect cultural, natural, and scenic resources.  The preferred alternative as presented in the EIR has not 
significantly reduced the project's mass grading, blasting, high retaining walls, and other signs that the 
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project is not consistent with the overall most important principle of the North Area Plan:  Let the land 
dictate the use.   

Response: 

This comment is not consistent with the history of the proposed project.  As shown on Figure FEIR-17, 
since the project was first proposed in 1996, seven of the eight revisions have reduced development 
progressively. The first design for the project site (developed in 1996) was for a 139-lot subdivision.  
Subsequently, the proposed development was reduced to126 lots, 132 lots, 128 lots, 108 lots, 81 lots, 71 
lots, two 66 lots and is currently proposed at 61 lots.  Each subsequent revision has further reduced 
project impacts (also, see Response to Comment No. 8-103). Impacts to cultural resources have been 
mitigated (see Draft EIR, Section III.G).  With respect to blasting, see Responses to Comment Nos. 8-27, 
8-83, and 10-8).  With respect to retaining walls, see Section II of this Final EIR.  With respect to 
consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment PH1-39: 

Ms. Beck:   In spite of reducing the number of permits, furthermore, the DEIR does not offer feasible 
mitigation for the plant species that have been discussed.  I'd like to add one point on the Lyons 
pentachaeta which the previous person was very accurate in what she conveyed.  Lyons pentachaeta is 
endemic to the Santa Monica Mountains, and that means it's only found in the Santa Monica Mountains.  
Furthermore, it's only found in the western part of the Santa Monica Mountains, so it's a very specific 
location, and it's a fickle kind of species, does not do well in transplanting, does not do well with 
encroachment, very subject to nonnative invasion and destruction of the population.  Even the EIR 
specifically for the other plant, the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya -- it states that their proposed 
mitigation is experimental, and so there's no guarantee that either of these species will really be mitigated, 
owing to the development of the project.   

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project eliminates direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Mitigation Measures F-
1 through F-16 have been strengthened (see Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 in Section III. Corrections 
and Additions, in this final EIR).  However, it should be emphasized that while the mitigation includes a 
management plan consistent with the USFWS Recovery Plan for the Lyon’s pentachaeta and an 
endowment for its implementation, the mitigation does not include transplanting because no plants are 
being removed.  Likewise, the statement in Mitigation Measure F-1(1) regarding the experimental nature 
of the translocation program referred specifically to the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. Since the 
revised 61-lot project design would avoid the Santa Monica Mountain’s dudleya on the project site and, 
based on concerns expressed by the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game, the 
experimental translocation program has been dropped and this language has been removed from the 
Mitigation Measures in the FEIR.  Mitigation now focuses on preservation and avoidance of the 
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remaining Santa Monica Mountains dudleya (see Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2(3) in Section III, 
Corrections and Additions in this FEIR).   

With the project, all of the dudleya will be placed in the conservation open space area and are included in 
the exclusion zones in the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan. Implementation of the mitigation measures 
provides more protection to the site than is currently present. If replanting of dudleya does become 
desired or necessary, this decision would be made by the management entity in coordination with DRP, 
USFWS and  California Department of Fish and Game. The working draft of the management plan 
provides enough flexibility to allow the Habitat Manager to address such issues. 

Comment PH1-40: 

Ms. Beck:   In conclusion, prior to certifying the EIR, we continue to recommend redesigning the 
preferred alternative to achieve consistency with not only the North Area Plan's prescribed density, but 
also the plan's 1   conservation and open-space policies.   

Response: 

The previously proposed 81-lot site plan was consistent with the North Area Plan’s prescribed density.  
The currently proposed 61-lot site plan is a redesign that can be found to be consistent with the goals and 
policies of the North Area Plan (see Topical Response No. 3). 

Comment PH1-41: 

Ms. Culberg:   Regarding the lists of species and the accompanying comments in the Draft EIR, the 
following observations are related only to the species whose presence or activity are different from what 
is stated.  I have also included their status as listed in the report.  I have lived in Lobo Canyon for 28 
years, and for many of those years, I have kept a bird list.  I believe it is appropriate to assume that if a 
species is present in our canyon, it may also be present in the Triangle Ranch property.  I have seen a 
juvenile black brown night heron, species of special concern.  The Draft EIR states that it's not likely even 
as a visitor.  I have seen California nut-catchers, federal threatened, more than one.  The report says that 
they have not been reported in this region.  You may consider this an official report.  I have also spotted 
golden eagles, fully protected and species of special concern, foraging over the area near Kanan and 
Agoura Road.  And last summer I repeatedly saw white tailed kites, protected special animal, hovering 
over the hill at the same corner.  Because of the time of year, I assumed they had a nest nearby, which 
contradicts the Draft EIR which states that they are likely to be present only as a winter visitor.  I have 
been fortunate to have seen a ring-tailed cat, fully protected, in our canyon one evening.  Therefore, the 
low potential for a current sighting in the Draft EIR should be upgraded to moderate.  Mountain lions, 
listed uncommon, are noted to be present.  Mountain lions are most definitely living there.  A lady who 
lives on the south slope of Ladyface has spotted them in her yard on a few occasions.   
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Response: 

The comment is acknowledged for the record. The 2004 Bird Species List for the project site is included 
in Appendix C-17 (see Responses to Comment Nos. 5-3 and 9-7).  Also see Response to Comment 8-70. 

Comment PH1-42: 

Ms. Culberg:   The Draft EIR clearly needs some more work as it has been presented.  Additionally, 
when habitat, plant and riparian communities are addressed, the number of affected, threatened, and 
unprotected animal species who reside there is actually greater than assumed by this report.  A friend of 
mine once said, "If you save the house but not the grocery store, the animals can't survive."  We should 
also add they need an unobstructed road to the store.  If they can't get to their food, the fact that it is there 
won't do them any good.  When you consider protecting habitat for the fauna, you must protect the places 
where they make their homes, the plants that they eat, the water they drink, and the trails they use to get to 
them, or this cumulative effect of destruction of habitat will take its toll on both species, diversity, and the 
number of representatives of each species.  Thank you.  

Response: 

See Responses to Comment Nos. 5-3 and 9-7.   

Regarding wildlife corridors, see Response to Comment No. 8-72. 

Comment PH1-43: 

Mr. Holmes:   SOS opposes the Triangle Ranch project as proposed in the inadequate Draft 
Environmental Impact Report before you today.  SOS opposes these proposed projects because the 
threatened Santa Monica dudleya will be wiped out.   

Response: 

Since the revised 61-lot project design would avoid any direct impacts to remaining Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya on the project site, the experimental translocation program has been dropped and this 
language has been removed from the Mitigation Measure F-1 in the Final EIR (see Section III 
(Corrections and Additions).  See Response to Comment PH 1-39.   Mitigation now focuses on 
preservation and avoidance of the remaining Santa Monica Mountains dudleya (see Mitigation Measures 
F-1 and F-2(3) in Section III, Corrections and Additions of this Final EIR).   

Comment PH1-44: 

Mr. Holmes:   Number two, L.A. County's largest known population of the endangered Lyons 
pentachaeta will be damaged.   
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Response: 

The revised 61-lot project would not directly impact the existing on-site population of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta. In comparison the previously proposed 81-lot site plan discussed in the Draft EIR would 
have directly impacted 1.55 acres or 17.3 percent of the onsite population. 

Comment PH1-45: 

Mr. Holmes:   Number three, the proposed 70-foot slope will be visible from scenic roadways.   

Response: 

Under the revised 61-lot project the tallest cut slope would be approximately 40 feet in height.  It is 
located behind Lot 57 on the east side of Cornell Road.  It too will be visible from scenic roadways.  In 
addition, there is a very small section of that cut slope between Lot 57 and 58, where the knoll projects 
westerly on the Cornell side of the project, that has a cut of 50 feet and then drops quickly below 40 feet. 

Comment PH1-46: 

Mr. Holmes:   Number 4, 30-foot retaining walls are inconsistent with the North Area Plan.   

Response: 

The 30-foot retaining wall has been eliminated by the revised 61-lot project.  Under the revised 61-lot 
project the tallest retaining wall would be 17 feet in height.   

With respect to consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response 3.  

Comment PH1-47: 

Mr. Holmes:   Number five, dust from 500,000 cubic yards of grading, over half of it in the SEA will 
cause dust and damage to the whole SEA.  Three blue-line streams --Lindero Creek, Palo Camado Creek, 
and Medea Creek --converge on the project site.  Medea Creek is an impaired waterway, and this project 
will make the situation worse.  The DEIR treatment of water quality issues is flawed and defers many 
serious questions regarding BMPs to a later date.   

Response: 

Under the revised 61-lot project there would be 308,500 cubic yards of excavation and 309,200 cubic 
yards of fill emplacement.  The comment does not indicate the manner in which the treatment of water 
quality issues in the Draft EIR is flawed.  Therefore, a reasoned response is not possible.  However, the 
commenter is referred to Topical Response No. 4 and Responses to Comment Nos. 8-43 through 8-67. 
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Comment PH1-48: 

Mr. Holmes:   The site also serves as an important east-west wildlife corridor, and the DEIR -- EIR -- 
excuse me -- ignores this fact.  Urban tract-style housing do not belong in the Santa Monica Mountains.  
The streetlights, curbs, sidewalks, and urban tract houses called for in the project proposal are nothing 
short of blight in this rural gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains.  And this letter was signed by Mayor 
Wisebrock, who is the chair of the SOS.   

Response: 

Contrary to the comment, wildlife corridors are discussed in the Draft EIR in Section III.F.  The 
remainder of the comment expresses opinions about the project but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA. 
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V.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

B.  Responses to Oral Testimony – Planning Commission 
Public Hearing of June 22, 2005 
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Public Hearing:  Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission, Wednesday, 
June 22, 2005 

Note: As discussed in Sections I and II of this Final EIR, subsequent to the planning commission public 
hearing on the Draft EIR, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed, the “revised project 
design” consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed at the public 
hearing address the previously proposed 81-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment PH2-1: 

Mr. Dodson:   Let me take the water-quality issue first because it's perhaps the most difficult to 
understand.  But I want to use an analogy because the South Coast Air Basin – as you're well aware, the 
South Coast Air Basin is degraded in ozone and particulate matter.  It exceeds the carrying capacity of the 
basin.  Medea Creek exceeds the carrying capacity for three pollutants -- phosphorous, nitrates, and 
bacteria.  What that means is that it's really not a pleasant place for people to be playing, although kids 
play in it.  It doesn't meet the standards.  It is beyond its carrying capacity.  One of the things that we've 
identified in my comments is that being beyond the carrying capacity, if you add an additional increment, 
you'll either need to offset it like you do air quality emissions or air pollution emissions, or you need to be 
able to make the finding that it is significant, and that it cannot be offset.  In my comments in my letter I 
provided to you some alternatives that are available for the commission and for the staff to consider to be 
able to offset the effects of this project because this project will have impacts to further degrade the water 
quality in Medea Creek. 

Response:  

As indicated in the loading assessment in Topical Response 4, the relative increase in loading for each of 
the nutrients is less than 0.2% with the exception of fecal coliform which is 5%.  This represents a de 
minimus increase in loading that would likely not be detected in Medea Creek.  This relative increase does 
not consider the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) that are planned as part of the 
development and will be detailed in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  As discussed 
in Topical Response 4, existing data on BMP efficiencies demonstrate that the estimated increase loading 
from nutrients and bacteria can be further reduced to de minimis concentrations. The precise level of 
reduction will commensurate with the County’s policy at the time.  The relative increase that is presented 
also does not consider any natural attenuation due to the assimilation capacity of the receiving stream.  
The TMDL is established based on the total load contribution of the entire section of receiving water, and 
considers natural attenuation of inputs along the stream section.  The natural attenuation of increase loads 
from the proposed development must also be considered in evaluating impact to the stream.  The 
“carrying capacity” is therefore not defined at the point of discharge, but rather at the point of the 
downstream section of the receiving stream for which the TMDL has been established.   
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Comment PH2-2: 

Mr. Dodson:   Let me switch topics now and focus for a moment on the consistency issue.  In the 
material that I provided you and most importantly within the EIR -- that the Draft EIR that was published, 
you folks have identified a list of inconsistencies between this project and the Santa Monica North Area 
Plan.  Those inconsistencies, I believe -- and I've laid out in some detail – actually constitute an 
inconsistency before which I don't think this commission can make the finding to build an 81-unit project 
at this location.  The gentleman commented about the Eisenhower quote up above, and I'd like to point 
out that in this instance the issue that we're dealing with is place.  Are there constraints -- are there 
limitations from this place that control or limit the ultimate number of units?  To be consistent with your 
General Plan – and these again are documented in Table 3K -- pardon me -- 3K(1) of the Draft EIR.  You 
have an inconsistent situation between the existing project that's been proposed to you.  The staff has 
come back to you and suggested that if we have a 44-unit project, that that, we believe -- they believe, 
would be consistent with the plan.  We have identified -- we the Cornell Preservations Organization -- 
have identified a 9-unit project that we believe would be consistent -- fully consistent with the plan.  
When you make your consistency findings, you're going to have to move very carefully to be able to 
make sure that you've got the facts to justify that, and I've elaborated on that in my comments. 

Response:  

With respect to revised project’s consistency with North Area Plan policies see Topical Response 3.  With 
respect to the CPO alternative, see Response to Comment No. PH1-1.   

Comment PH2-3: 

Mr. Dodson:   Last, I'll make a very short comment just about the economics.  I am a CEQA practitioner.  
I've been one for more than 30 years.  In most cases economics don't play a role in a project because 
you're focused on an environmental impact report on the environmental physical changes in the 
environment, not the economics or the social issues.  In fact, CEQA specifically says you shouldn't do 
that.  However, when you start saying that your primary objective of a project is to make money and 
you're going to be comparing alternatives as to their feasibility, saying one is feasible and one is not 
because it doesn't provide enough units, then economics becomes a primary component for consideration, 
and you need to allow adequate peer view. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 2-16. 

Comment PH2-4: 

Mr. Dodson:   TMDLs is essentially the care and capacity of a creek.  Think of it in those terms.  Just 
like the South Coast Air Basin has a certain amount of emissions that can occur and meet the standards.  
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A stream has total maximum daily loads which means the same thing as carrying capacity for specific 
components.  I mentioned the one for which this particular creek fails that test.  I want to also say -- and I 
have told the developer this in some direct meetings -- they have an extremely good water-quality-control 
plan.  They've incorporated very good components.  The problem is that they still will generate pollutants 
that will, in aggregate -- in other words cumulatively further degrade the water quality in that channel.  
They don't dispute that.  The document doesn't dispute that.  In this particular case the situation that I 
believe is appropriate is that you either identify as a significant impact, which it is not identified in the 
Draft EIR, or you provide offsets in some manner.  What I suggested is upstream of the site, pick a few 
locations where you put in additional filters, coordinate that with the City of Agoura Hills, and make sure 
you remove an additional set of pollutants to be able to achieve a neutral degradation or a neutral change 
in the actual physical characteristics of the channel itself or this creek itself.   

Response:  

As indicated in Response to Comment PH2-1, the estimated relative increase in loading for nutrients and 
bacteria after implementation of BMPs will represent a de minimis increase in loading.   The specific 
BMPs that will be incorporated as part of the final design will be detailed in the SWPPP that must be 
prepared for regulatory review and approval.  If through this review process additional BMPs measures 
are required, such as upstream controls to reduce the overall nutrient and bacteria load to Medea Creek, 
these specific design elements can be negotiated as part of the SWPPP approval process.  However, the 
current estimate of increased loading does not indicate the need to provide additional source controls as 
the use of current BMP technologies will reduce the loads to de minimus levels.  Also, see Topical 
Response 4. 

Comment PH2-5: 

Mr. Koziewicz:   It doesn't show the elevation quite clearly, but the photograph, I think, lets you see how 
much of an earth movement would be involved in this development.  Again, there's -- from that notice it's 
right and left, and just -- it's -- it's important, I think, in considering this to, I think, the figures that have 
been talked about are like 500,000 square yards of earth movement that would have to take place.  Well, 
somebody had said that there's five yards in a truck, so you're talking about a hundred thousand 
truckloads. That's an awful lot of -- that's an awful lot of earth movement. So the point I'm trying to make 
is that this is a massive project being proposed, and it very much alters the character of Ladyface in that 
area there, and I think it's a real question as to whether or not this kind of a project is appropriate. 

Response:  

The revised 61-lot project involves the excavation of approximately 308,500 cubic yards and the fill 
emplacement of 309,200 cubic yards.  As calculated, the grading would not be balanced and would 
require the import of approximately 700 cubic yards.  Note that these quantities are gross values and have 
not been corrected or adjusted for shrinkage and/or subsidence.  At a typical haul capacity of 10 cubic 
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yards per truck (not 5 cubic yards as suggested by the comment), approximately 70 2-way truck trips 
would be required to haul the dirt to the site.   

With respect to Ladyface Mountain, as discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.I-31, the City of Agoura 
Hill’s Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan has established a prohibition on development on Ladyface 
Mountain above the 1,100-foot contour line.  While the revised project is not subject to the City’s 
Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan, and the County of Los Angeles has no specific requirements for 
development on Ladyface Mountain, both the revised project and the previously proposed project have 
been designed to be consistent with the City’s restriction.  The revised project’s highest building site on 
the slopes of Ladyface Mountains is planned for an elevation of 926 feet above sea level (FASL).  This is 
174 feet below the City’s height limit.   

Comment PH2-6: 

Ms. Cook:   The first is the close proximity to the city and the fact that the city's facilities would be used 
by the residents of this project.  We request that the quimby [sic] and TIP fees acquired for the project be 
given to the City of Agoura Hills.  In fact, the Draft EIR notes that all park and recreation impacts would 
actually occur in the city limits. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment Nos. 10-47 and 10-45. 

Comment PH2-7: 

Ms. Cook:   We understand that the project proposes blasting and cut slopes of at least 60 feet in height.  
The city does not allow blasting or slopes in excess of 25 feet, and given that the site is adjacent to our 
city, we request that blasting be prohibited and the cut slopes be substantially reduced.  We understand 
that grading would occur right up to the city borders but not within the city limits.  We would like to 
reiterate our concern that no grading occur within the city. 

Response:  

Under the revised project, the maximum height of cut slopes is 40 feet; although, there is a very small 
section of that cut slope between Lot 57 and 58, where the knoll projects westerly on the Cornell side of 
the project, that has a cut of 50 feet and then drops quickly below 40 feet. No blasting nor grading is 
proposed within the City of Agoura Hills.  Also, see Response to Comment No. 8-83.  The request that 
blasting be prohibited and the cut slopes be substantially reduced will be  

forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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Comment PH2-8: 

Ms. Cook:   We also understand that crib walls are proposed. The city does not support crib walls.  We 
would rather see something more natural appearing such as molded rock walls for visual concerns. 

Response:  

The comment that the City does not support crib walls and officials would rather see something more 
natural appearing such as molded rock walls for visual concerns will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their consideration. 

Comment PH2-9: 

Ms. Cook:   Because the project would become a visual entryway for the city, we are concerned about the 
project providing a natural landscape buffer.  Specifically we would like building setbacks through Kanan 
and Cornell Roads to be increased, that the buffer area be heavily landscaped with native trees, shrubs and 
ground cover, and that the buffer area be maintained by the (unintelligible) to make sure it's maintained 
properly. 

Response:  

The comment that the City would like building setbacks through Kanan and Cornell Roads to be 
increased, that the buffer area be heavily landscaped with native trees, shrubs and ground cover, and that 
the buffer area be maintained by the (unintelligible) to make sure it's maintained properly, will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Comment PH2-10: 

Ms. Cook:   The impacts of required fuel modification activities on Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy lands and possibly with Medea Creek should be considered in the Draft EIR and mitigated, 
preferably through project design itself. 

Response:  

The revised 61-lot project would require approximately 1.32 acres of off-site fuel modification within the 
City of Agoura Hills (see Section II of this Final EIR for additional information).  The applicant has met 
with the Fire Department and Mitigation Measure F-3 has been revised and renumbered as F-2 in the 
Final EIR (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) and Mitigation Measure F-16 has been added to 
address offsite impacts.  The new conditions will limit fuel modification in riparian area to removal of 
dead and downed material and exotics only (see Response to Comment No. PH1-32).  Also, see Appendix 
M-3 for the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan, which was approved by the Fire Department of July 6, 
2007 (see Appendix M-2).   
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Comment PH2-11: 

Ms. Cook:   Lastly, the eastern portion of the project is adjacent to the SEA.  As such the city is 
concerned about maintaining the integrity of the SEA including preserving the wildlife movement 
corridor.  We suggest clustering of the lots or reconfiguring certain lots and not constructing large walls 
along the SEA interface.   

Response:  

The revised 61-lot project clusters 10 lots adjacent to Cornell Road in the least environmentally sensitive 
portion of the SEA.  The previously proposed large wall along the SEA interface has been eliminated. 

Comment PH2-12: 

Mr. French:   Up front, let me say that what particularly concerns us is the developer's unwillingness to 
share their economic assumptions and models.  However, we know they have to have these detailed 
business models since they have said they're looking to sell phase one to a merchant builder.  The primary 
issue is that they cannot have it both ways under CEQA.  They can't dismiss a less impacting option by 
saying it's not economically feasible but at the same time be unwilling to share their economic data.  The 
problem here is that the developer has already dismissed the Conservancy option as being inconsistent 
with their primary objective, money.  They're also being dismissive with regard to the CPO nine-homes 
option for the same reason, perceived lack of economic return.  The question is, should the property 
owners make a reasonable amount of money on their investment 48 years ago or an obscene amount? 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 2-16. 

Comment PH2-13: 

Mr. French:   Since the developer and property owners have been unwilling to share their economic data, 
we decided to generate some models for the CPO nine-home option, the 44-home option, and the 
proposed 81-home option.  The models are what I handed out.  There is supporting data as well.  As with 
any business model, the cost of revenue assumptions are key.  Our assumptions are noted on the 
spreadsheets and are based as much as possible on published data from similar projects and developments 
in the local area.  Please note that we believe our models are conservative, meaning the assumptions we 
made on the costs are on the high side.  Our profit estimates, therefore, we believe, are on the low side.  
Our analysis showed that the developer can make a healthy return on investment even with the CPO nine-
home option. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 2-16. 
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Comment PH2-14: 

Mr. French:   Consider this.  We estimate this.  We estimate that the property owners original investment 
in land and 48 years of tax payments to be significantly less than $700,000.  The CPO nine-home option, 
we estimate, turns the original $700,000 estimate into a profit of $11.26 million.  For most businesses this 
is a darn good return.  Now consider the developer's 81-home proposal.  We estimate they turn the 
$700,000 -- I'm sorry, less than $700,000 investment into $37.8 million of profit.  Wow. Now I 
understand why they want 81 homes.  But isn't this kind of obscene, generating a large obscene profit to 
justify compromising natural resources and planning goals? 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 2-16. 

Comment PH2-15: 

Mr. French:   I fully expect the developers to take issues with these models, and that to me -- that's fine.  
They should share their economic data and support their position. CEQA requires them to do so anyways.  
However, without data to support the developer's position, CPO strongly believes and CEQA requires 
selection of options which are less impacting on the environment and more consistent with the North Area 
Plan.   

Response:  

With respect to economic data, see Response to Comment No. 2-16.  With respect to the comment that 
CPO strongly believes and CEQA requires selection of options which are less impacting on the 
environment the project applicant is currently proposing a revised 61-lot project which is less impacting 
(see Section II of this Final EIR).  With respect to consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical 
Response No. 3. 

Comment PH2-16: 

Mr. Cianflone:   The reason why I came down here to speak today is because there is a reason why this 
land has not been developed for the last 40-plus years.  Listening to the other people in favor of this 
speak, I notice with the exception of Mr. Moran, no owners of this property actually live in the area.  And 
if everything is measured against the rights of people to develop, then do we even need a commission 
such as this?  People should just be able to build wherever and whenever they want without regard to the 
plan. 

Response:  

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   
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Comment PH2-17: 

Mr. Cianflone:   This is the last exit in this general area where you can exit into Old California.  It is a 
very rural area.  As a matter of fact, at night a mile away from the freeway, you can still see the Milky 
Way.  Where I live, the creek cuts through my property, and I expect that it's going to flood a lot worse 
when they put in another 80 homes upstream of me.  There is no one that I've spoken to in this area -- I 
have spoken to scores of people – who are in favor of this property, with the exception, of course, of the 
respected Mr. Moran.  And I'd like to ask the commissioners to consider, when they make their decision, 
what are we leaving behind for future generations?  More homes, more cement, and more mortgages?  Or 
a place where they can go and get off the freeway and remember how things were? 

Response:  

Flood hazards are discussed in the Draft EIR in Section III.D, Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology. As 
indicated in that analysis peak flow runoff from the developed portions of the project site would be less 
than the peak flow from the undeveloped site.  As such, there would be no increased on-site or 
downstream flooding.  Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact with respect to 
flooding onsite or offsite.  The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has reviewed an 
approved the preliminary drainage plans for a previously proposed 66-lot version of the proposed project.  
The Department’s Conditions of Approval are included in Appendix Q of this Final EIR. 

Comment PH2-18: 

Mr. Cianflone:   I'd like to also mention that this stables that are up on the hill have been there much 
longer than three or four months, more like a year.  And there are many people I see every weekend who 
drive that corridor, who can't afford to live in that area who still enjoy it as their own mini vacation -- 
several people who look like they're coming from the inner city to enjoy a little bit of the country. 

Response:  

The stables were removed from the project site in November, 2006.   The remaining portion of the 
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in 
the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   

Comment PH2-19: 

Mr. Cianflone:   I also notice that the developer uses a golf course in an ecological area as an example.  
I'd like to mention that no one who's in favor of this property is being motivated by anything more than 
profit and money. 
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Response:  

The comment state an opinion but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   

Comment PH2-20: 

Mr. Hart:   As you can see the pictures, we're already overburdened by sediment and debris.  The 
watershed is on the verge of requiring massive expenditures to meet the strict TMDLs that were talked 
about earlier. The Draft EIR and the comments on it by the experts has led us to be concerned with the 
overall drainage issues of the project.  Much more information is needed to define these issues and verify 
the ability of the proposed energy dissipators, water clarifiers, storm-water conveyance, creek-protection 
measures, and debris-flow mitigation facilities to determine now if they're going to be adequate, not later 
when it's too late to do something about it.  The downstream erosion and sedimentation must be 
minimized; otherwise we won't have a lake. 

Response:  

As indicated in Response to Comment PH2-4, the estimated relative increase in loading for nutrients and 
bacteria after implementation of BMPs will represent a de minimus increase in loading.   Erosion and 
sediment control measures will be implemented in accordance with the required SWPPP that will be 
completed during the final design.  The SWPPP will detail the measures that will be taken to control the 
migration of sediment into the stream and to downstream receiving waters.  The SWPPP will undergo 
regulatory review and approval and must meet the local and state requirements for water quality.  As 
discussed in more detail in the general water quality discussion (Section II of this Final EIR), the TMDL 
for nutrient and bacteria do not have specific loading requirements for construction projects, but must 
follow the requirements of the Construction General Permit.  The Construction General Permit requires 
the completion of a SWPPP to comply with the permit.  Therefore, the additional specific information on 
the design of the sediment and stormwater controls will be provided in the SWPPP in accordance with the 
TMDL and permit requirements.  Also, see Topical Response 4 for a more complete discussion of water 
quality issues. 

The project’s impact on Malibou Lake is discussed in the Draft EIR in Section III.D, Surface Water 
Runoff/Hydrology. 

Comment PH2-21: 

Mr. Hart:   We are concerned that the hundred-year-flood implementation standards for the area are not 
being used. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 8-34. 
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Comment PH2-22: 

Mr. Hart:   Water quality is another issue.  There's no evidence to provide that the best method and 
practices will identify -- will lead to the meeting of the TMDLs that we discussed earlier.  It can make a 
major, negative contribution to this already degraded water in Medea Creek.  We hope that the additional 
hydrocarbons or the hydrocarbon pollution from the construction is not what they say, that 15 percent of it 
might go into the creek. 

Response:  

The TMDL will be met through the requirements under the Construction General Permit (CGP), which 
includes the review and approval of the SWPPP.  The TMDL does not specify a specific loading 
requirement from a construction site; rather it relies on the requirements of the CGP to meet the overall 
goals.  The conditions of the CGP are stringent enough to assure that no hydrocarbon pollution will be 
generated from the construction activities at the project site.  The specific BMPs that will be incorporated 
as part of the final design will be detailed in the SWPPP that must prepared for regulatory review and 
approval.  Also, see Topical Response No. 4 for a more complete discussion of water quality issues.. 

Comment PH2-23: 

Mr. Hart:   There doesn't seem to be a master plan for landscaping which will have -- specify pesticide, 
herbicide, and fertilizer pollution which will be a significant increase for potential impact on bacterial 
contamination as well. 

Response:  

The Landscape Plan is provided in Appendix L. Also see revised Mitigation Measure F-6 which restricts 
use of chemicals in the project area. 

Comment PH2-24: 

Mr. Yabitsu:   Traffic issues are at the top of this area's community list of concerns because it directly 
impacts our daily lives.  It is a major issue with us, and any depth of factual analysis of the traffic impact 
on Kanan Road by this development is missing or inadequate at best.  Kanan Road is one of the two main 
county thoroughfare roads into this area between PCH and the freeway.  The other is Malibu Canyon 
Road.  On weekends the Kanan Road beach traffic is so heavy that turning into and turning from Cornell 
Road is a safety challenge, and it is nearly impossible.  And as a safety issue, the future residents of 
Triangle Ranch would also experience the same problem.  When the Cornell Road traffic has difficulty 
making a right turn onto Kanan, imagine how difficult it would be for the Triangle residents to cross the 
oncoming traffic.  We will be both competing for the same break in the traffic which is another safety 
issue. 
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Response:  

Contrary to the comment, traffic impacts are discussed in Section III.L of the Draft EIR.  With respect to 
weekend traffic, please see Response to Comment No. 8-121. 

Comment PH2-25: 

Mr. Yabitsu:   Another safety issue is that I believe that the ingress and egress of the Street A is too close 
to the intersection of Cornell Road intersection.  I think that should be addressed. 

Response:  

The comment expresses an opinion that the Street A intersection with Kanan Road is too close to the 
Cornell Road intersection, but does not provide a basis for the comment and does not submit data or 
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in 
support of the comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.  In contrast to the comment, the project’s traffic study 
has been reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works  (see Appendix 
O-1).  Furthermore, the tract map has also been reviewed by the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works and distance between these intersections has not been raised as a concern (see Appendix 
Q). 

Comment PH2-26: 

Mr. Yabitsu:   Another traffic concern is the Agoura Village, and that is real, folks.  And if CEQA means 
anything to this county, it must consider that development with this development. 

Response:  

The related projects assessed in the project’s cumulative traffic impact study include the individual 
projects that make up the Agoura Village.   See Responses to Comment Nos. 10-45 and 8-121. 

Comment PH2-27: 

Ms. Valerie Burkholder:   The North Area Plan wasn't created for nothing.  It was created to preserve 
this precious natural resources, the hill.  This development does not preserve that resource.  It urbanizes a 
rural area.  The North Area Plan also says to put resource protection over development.  This project, 
again, does not do that.  It is going to be in a significant ecological area.  Now, with the development in 
this area, it won't be significant anymore, will it?  It will be built on top of 14 endangered species.  Now, 
this does not sound like resource protection, does it?  It sounds like development.  How will 81 more 
fertilized yards full of nitrates, phosphates, and horse excrement affect Medea Creek, Malibu, and the 
ocean, all of which are very polluted already?  How many more resources can we destroy? -- eighteen oak 
trees including heritage oaks.  The view of Ladyface Mountain will be obliterated by streets, lights, and 
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sidewalks.  The North Area Plan says that these features are to be strongly avoided.  Again, this is urban 
development in a rural area.  The ridgeline ordinance allows 5,000 cubic yards of dirt to be graded.  In 
this development over 6,000 cubic yards will be graded per house.  That's excessive.  The average amount 
graded for a house in the North Area is 4,000 cubic yards.  Excessive -- these houses are being built on 
steep hillsides.  We don't need to do that.  We can change the plan to conform to the land, not change the 
development to make more money.  It needs to conform to the North Area Plan and the Ridgeline 
Grading Ordinance. It's in a significant ecological area.  It will – and last of all, it will urbanize the rural 
area, the biggest no-no in the Santa Monica Mountains. 

Response:  

With respect to the revised project’s consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3.  
With respect to the sensitive plant species, the revised project would avoid direct impacts to all of the 
listed species on the project site, including the Lyon’s pentachaeta.   Impacts to the Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya would be reduced to an area of 0.06 acres only in the fuel modification zone.  The 
project’s impacts on water quality are discussed in the Section III.E of the Draft EIR.  The reader is also 
referred to Topical Response No. 4.   

Contrary to the comment, the view of Ladyface Mountain will not be obliterated by streets, lights, and 
sidewalks. Some specific lines-of-sight of the ridgeline may be blocked from the view from Kanan Road, 
and the EIR identifies this as a significant impact.  However, for the most part, views of the ridgeline will 
not be blocked.   

With respect to the amount of grading permitted by the North Area Plan and the Ridgeline Grading 
Ordinance, see Response to Comment Nos. 102-1, 33-34, 33-47 and Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment PH2-28: 

Ms. Nolan Burkholder:   Nobody wants this project, but who cares what the other people living here 
want?  Who cares if the City of Agoura Hills doesn't like gated communities?  Who cares about all that 
nature stuff?  We have to remember that these guys are the owners of this property, and they have the 
right to do what they want.  If that means scraping down hills and bulldozing some stupid trees along with 
a dozen or so endangered species, what the heck?   

CHAIRMAN REW:  Nolan, you have to slow down a little bit so she can keep up with you.   

MS. NOLAN BURKHOLDER:  Sorry.  It's their right to pollute any part of the three creeks that happen 
to cut through their land.  Too bad for those dumb streams like the ocean.  Hasn't that always been the 
way around here?  Besides, this creek is just for the environmentalists.  It's kind of fun watching them 
clean -- trim around, cleaning up the messes from all those impervious surfaces.  That's just L.A. people.  
If you have a problem with – 
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CHAIRMAN REW:  Slow up, slow up; okay?  You want her to get all this down now, don't you?  

MS. NOLAN BURKHOLDER:  I do.  People should appreciate developers more.  I understand that there 
is a critical shortage of multimillion-dollar homes in the area.  These guys are filling a critical need for 
society.  That has to be more important than that North Area Plan thing everybody keeps talking about.  
Nobody really expected anybody to actually uphold the thing, did they?  We all know that it was just busy 
work to make everyone feel like they were doing the right thing.  Put it down on paper, and everyone can 
say they did something important, and you can just ignore it.  All you have to do is approve a couple of 
these gigantic CUPs, and soon no one will remember what the area looked like in the first place.   

I'm tired of all these people whining about how special that area is.  Cover those hills with big white 
boxes and make them look just like everybody else's neighborhood.  Put some nice palm trees and 
fountains in there, and their eyes will glaze over.  Widen the roads and install sidewalks and good, strong 
streetlights.  Plant some roses and hand out the pesticide.  Then it won't be an issue, and people can focus 
on more important things in life, like which real estate agent's face is on the most benches and junk 
mailers.  And that will pave the way for more developments to come in without all those North Area Plan 
plots.   

Who wants to focus about all the dirt?  Of course, they're moving a lot of dirt.  You can't have quality 
homes without filling in a canyon and cutting down a mountain area, now can you?  And of course, you 
need three-story retaining walls to hold it all together.  Yes, let's start building.  And so what if there isn't 
any architectural plan or landscaping plan.  Who has to approve it anyway?  I'm sure they'll figure out the 
details later, like that mitigation stuff.  It's only important to say that something will be done.  Besides, it 
doesn't really matter what architectural mishmash they put together as long as the houses are big.  That's 
what people care about.   

I understand these guys are great community leaders.  They should be rewarded for spending so many 
years making a living from Agoura residents.  You can see how much they appreciate the land by what 
they're proposing.  The tree-huggers should be grateful they're not putting in 250 homes.  We have to 
guarantee these 71 special people a tidy profit on their investment.  It would help our economy if we 
could take a little of the speculation out of land investment and guarantee them a tidy profit, no matter 
what the cost to everything and everyone else in the area.  We have to cram in as many people in that 
area, no matter what it does to the place.  Once it's decimated, it won't be a problem. 

Response:  

The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.   
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Comment PH2-29: 

Mr. Nokson:   However, many of the illustrations and diagrams presented in the EIR are clearly designed 
to put the development in the best possible light.   

I call your attention to the visual simulations where the dwellings are superimposed on photos of the site.  
The houses seem very much like camouflaged military installations from World War II.  One has to look 
very carefully to note they are there.  The colors have been clearly chosen to blend with the photographs 
rather than the real landscape, which, of course, changes dramatically with the season.  And real houses 
are, of course, usually meant to be conspicuous.  What's more, in the text, it's admitted that these houses 
are purely imaginary, and I quote, "strictly generic and not intended to suggest any specific architectural 
styles, color schemes, or other exterior building materials."  One is left wondering if there's any point to 
these illustrations, except to mislead the casual reader leafing through the document, and to wonder if this 
is a proper use of an EIR. 

Response:  

At the time the Draft EIR was prepared, no architectural plans had been developed.  There was no specific 
information available regarding architectural styles, color schemes or exterior building materials. 
Therefore, the analyses in the Draft EIR make it clear that the simulations are only intended to address the 
aesthetic impact of the proposed development and are not intended to be a representation of what the 
homes would ultimately look like. 

Comment PH2-30: 

Mr. Nokson:   The EIR says that the visual character and/or quality of only 15 percent of the project will 
be affected.  Planning staff points out that 77 acres or 28 percent is a more accurate figure, and even then 
we're looking straight down, a view no real person will ever have.  What counts is what people can see 
from where they actually are.  On Kanan Road, which is very heavily travelled, [sic] many people pass 
Ladyface Mountain several times in the day and from some places on Kanan a hundred percent of the 
mountain will be hidden by houses.  It is worth noting that the official motto of Agoura Hills proclaims it 
to be the gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, and if you drive south past 
the city limits in the mountains, this development will be the first thing you can see.  I urge you to 
constrain this development to the point where its visible impact will be truly insignificant.  CPO's plan, 
which we call Alternative 6, is designed to achieve this and deserves your consideration. 

Response:  

The revised project will directly affect 27.39 acres by grading.  An additional area of approximately 23.22 
acres would be affected by fuel modification, but to a lesser degree than the area to be graded.  In total, an 
area of 50.61 acres would be disturbed by the revised project.  With respect to views of the revised project 
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from Kanan Road, see Figures FEIR-8 through FEIR-14 for new perspective sketches.  With respect to 
the CPO’s alternative, see Response to Comment No. PH1-1.   

Comment PH2-31: 

Ms. Suess:   My concern is with wildfire, which is certain to have an impact on this project at some time 
in the future and perhaps with increasing frequency in decades to come.  As building approaches urban 
density and portions of the mountain adjacent to established cities' tried-and-true-prevention practices, 
such as controlled burns, are out of the question and other fire-prevention tactics which – such as 
removing so-called fuels, especially chaparral and the coastal sage scrub, actually promote fire – 
replacing native plant communities with weedy and nonnative grass lands.  The Triangle project is 
proposed for an area with a history of catastrophic fires.  It is in the direct path of seasonal Santa Ana 
winds that move with hurricane force out of the deserts in the inland areas to the sea, taking the path of 
least resistance through our local canyons. 

In 1978 in the Agoura/Malibu fire, driven by 50-mile-per-hour winds, burned through the Triangle Ranch 
site in minutes from its starting point in Agoura at Agoura and Cornell Roads.  It reached the coast in just 
two hours.  Residents south of the project area in my own community of Seminole Springs and in 
neighboring Malibu Lake and Triumphal Canyon (phonetic) said at the time that they had as little as three 
minutes' warning with the fire reaching Sierra Creek Road, about three miles south, in just 15 minutes.  
The power of nature makes a mockery of the idea of response times and fuel-modification plans. In the 
1978 fire 25,000 acres burned; 3 died; 230 homes were lost.  Fire front was 25 miles wide.  A hundred 
and 36 engine companies from as far away as Santa Barbara were involved in fighting this fire, including 
-- and also 28 camp crews, 8 bulldozers, 6 firefighting helicopters and fixed-wing tankers.  Yet an L.A. 
county fire official said at the time, quote, "The Agoura fire could not have been halted even if we'd had 
four times the men and equipment we used," end quote, and he added, "Fire is like an earthquake, it's not 
a matter of 'if.'  It's a matter of 'when.'" 

The DEIR acknowledges that a deficit of fire protection services in the area one, Malibu, Santa Monica 
Mountains exists, and states that the construction of Fire Station Number 89 in Agoura Hills will only 
partially make up that deficit.  So how can adding 81 homes in an infamous fire corridor be considered 
acceptable?  Would even one home be prudent?  Also the proximity of Kanan and Cornell Roads is seen 
as a benefit to Triangle Ranch, but those are access roads that are needed to fight fires and for people to 
escape fires farther south.  The mitigation of developer fees to fund new fire department construction is 
never going to be enough to fully protect the area, which has historically called on the resources of an 
entire region.  We think -- I think that no project alternative is best. 

Response:  

The analyses in the Draft EIR acknowledge that the project site is in an area designated by the Los 
Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  The County’s fuel 
modification requirements do not require the replacement of native plant communities with weedy and 
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non-native grass lands.  In fact, the County’s landscaping requirements for the project includes planting 
exclusively with fire-resistive native vegetation and the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan requires that 
sensitive plant communities be protected. The developer’s fees are not intended to “fully protect the 
area”; however, the fees are sufficient to offset the project’s fair share portion of the costs of serving new 
development in the area. 

Comment PH2-32: 

Ms. Helfand:   Gateway to Santa Monica Mountains with a stoplight, a signal, is part of the proposal, I 
believe.  I believe that that would be a hindrance and what a welcome to go onto Paramount Ranch.  It 
would also probably involve a streetlight.  We have no streetlights.  We have the night skies. 

I'm also an investor, a homeowner, a resident, and a mother.  I have a five-year-old and nine-year-old. 
The traffic problems already on Cornell -- I don't even let my child go up to get the mail, that we have 
issues, you know, on the road as it is.  I think that that needs to be a consideration with the cars coming in 
and out, basically at my driveway and my neighbors who also have small children.  A stop sign, if the 
project does go on, would be sufficient to let the people stop when they're entering Cornell, but a signal -- 
it would just be a horrible thing.  I think we need to approach other options to slow down the traffic on 
Cornell -- speed bumps, you know, perhaps, other, you know, more signage, but I really think that we 
have a real issue of just slowing down the traffic all around. 

The density in the schools -- people say that it's not going to be a problem.  It is.  We already have too 
many kids.  We have split classes.  The high school is impacted.  Children cannot get classes that they 
need to graduate.  These are issues that really have to be looked at if we're going to have 81 home [sic] 
there.  We're going to have a substantial amount of kids.  These homes come with more children.   

Response:  

The revised project does not propose and is not required to provide a traffic signal or a stop sign on either 
Kanan or Cornell Roads.  With respect to street lights, see Response to Comment No. 102-8.  With 
respect to school, crowding, see Section III.M.3, Schools, in the Draft EIR and Response to Comment No. 
33-61. 

Comment PH2-33: 

Ms. Willey:   Let us look at the botanical resources that exist in the area.  Some parts of the subject 
parcels are in the county-designated Special Ecological Area 6.  Why was this designation adopted for 
this environment?  Primarily, it is a recognition of the high value of plants and landscape in the area.  
Instead of chaparral that is frequently found in such dry slopes, much of the area is grassland.  The 
wonderful plants in the Significant Ecological Area 6 range from the only two native carnivorous plants 
in the Santa Monica Mountains, and these are the only two remaining plants from a small population of 
(intelligible) to several species of dudleya including the Agoura (unintelligible) species formosa 
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(unintelligible).  There are many examples of threatened species of calochortus venustus or mariposa lily.  
SEA insisted that natural rock formations must remain spacious and for all those plants.  And of course, 
there are many heritage oaks in the valleys that are reduced. 

What have the owners of Triangle Ranch done to protect this biological heritage?  Extensive illegal filling 
and grading operations have buried and cut the landscape.  A concentrated effort to trash the most 
valuable plants on the property seems underway.  Large populations of the endangered lyons pentachaeta 
crowned a hill on the property, but the owner has carefully eliminated much of the species by locating a 
corral on then [sic].  Dudleya plants have mysteriously disappeared from the rock faces on Triangle 
Ranch.  This is ecoterrorism in its worst form because the owner's hit men eliminate species after the 
county has identified their value and potential interest. 

We hope that you as commissioners reject this project in its present form.  To accept it would place the 
county's stamp of approval on 50 years of the Triangle Ranch owners' thumbing their noses at the public, 
the county, and the national world. 

Response:  

The biological resources on the project site are discussed in Section III.F, of the Draft EIR.  The former 
use of portions of the project site as a dirt borrow and disposal area is acknowledged in Section III.A, 
Geotechnical Hazards – Grading of the Draft.  However, such uses have stopped and are not part of the 
project.   

Some removal of Lyon’s pentachaeta unintentionally occurred by a County contractor conducting weed 
abatement and by a trespasser, since evicted.  In addition, mature Santa Monica Mountains dudleya plants 
were removed by an unknown party. The comment accusing the property owner of “ecoterrorism” does 
not provide any evidence to support the contention that the property owner was responsible for any of 
these acts.  No further response is necessary. 
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C.  Responses to Oral Testimony – Planning Commission 
Public Hearing of June 28, 2006 
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Public Hearing:  Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission, Wednesday, 
June 28, 2006 

Note:  As discussed in Sections I and II of this Final EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for 
public comment, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed the “revised project design” 
consists of 61 subdivided residential lots on the project site.  The comments expressed during the June 28, 
2006 public hearing addressed an intermediate 66-lot project, which was denied by the Regional 
Planning Commission on September 20, 2006.  However, the responses provided herein to those 
comments have been prepared with respect to the currently proposed 61-lot project design.   

Comment PH3-1: 

Ms. Tamaci:   The conservancy opposes the current project proposal and finds that it does not adequately 
avoid significant adverse impacts to biological and visual resources. 

Response:  

This comment expresses opposition to the revised project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment PH3-2:    

Ms. Tamaci:   According to the staff report, Alternative 4 in the DEIR was cited as a guide for redesign 
at a previous Planning Commission hearing.  A fair imbalance project would be one similar to Alternative 
4 with some additional avoidance measures. 

The current project does not come close to Alternative 4.  We see no reason for the Planning Commission 
to impose permanent, unnecessary degradation to the gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains national 
recreation area especially when approximately a 44-unit project similar to Alternative 4 would provide 
substantial economic return. 

Response:  

The currently proposed 61-lot revised project has been designed to resolve, the concerns expressed by 
staff, the Planning commission and members of the public.  This revised project is presented in Section II 
of this Final EIR.  The comment does not specify what the additional avoidance measures might be.  
Therefore, no further response is required.  Also, see Response to Comment No. 21-5 that compares the 
revised project to Alternative 4. 
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Comment PH3-3: 

Ms. Tamaci:   We see no public policy justification to approve the currently proposed project which 
would destroy endangered species through direct and indirect impacts, including fuel modification, 
threaten the population of a second species, grade substantially a significant ecological area, pack houses 
along several thousand feet of a scenic highway and gateway to the national recreation area, sever an 
intra-mountain range wildlife corridor, and alter totally the appearance of the scenic valley. 

Response:  

This comment expresses opinions about the revised project, but does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment PH3-4: 

Ms. Tamaci:   Unless the applicants can conclusively demonstrate via an independent economic analysis 
that a project similar to Alternative 4 cannot result in a reasonable profit, we urge the County to remain 
firm in its previous recommendations for a project with the smaller footprint. 

Response:  

CEQA does not treat social and economic issues as significant effects on the environment (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131).  However, it should be noted that the revised project has less impacts than 
Alternative 4.  See Section II.H of this Final EIR and Response to Comment 21-5.  Therefore, no further 
analysis is required. 

Comment PH3-5: 

Mr. Helsley:   I’d like to ask a question in relation to the wildlife corridor.  As you relate to whether 
Agoura Hills has done as its – basically limited its project coming down near the county line, it did not 
come all the way south, so they have left an open section in with Medea Creek.  This project leaves 
basically an open section at the southern-most portion of it going across the mountains. 

Where else do you see a corridor necessary for animals?  Animal recreation? 

Ms. Tamaci:   On this project specifically? 

Mr. Helsley:   Yes. 
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Ms. Tamaci:   The homes that are west of Kanan, that’s the southern portion that go along Kanan, that 
would be one portion that would be recommended for minimizing the development in that area, so west of 
Kanan, the southern strip of houses. 

Response:  

See Topical Response No. 8. 

Comment PH3-6: 

Ms. Holmes:   According to the latest map, the area of above Medea Creek is slated to be a 10-home 
development with a 350-foot road entrance.  This is an environmental folly.  There is no need for the 
entry road to be that long.  Such a long access road results in needless grading of impermeable surfaces.  
If it is shortened, less grading would be required and fewer oak trees would be impacted. 

Response:  

The Planning Commission requested that an alternative plan be developed for the ten homes located 
between Kanan and Cornell Roads.  It was suggested that an alternative plan should shift the cul-de-sac 
away from Medea Creek so that fuel modification would not be required in the riparian areas along the 
creek. 

In response, the applicant has studied numerous alternative lot and street configurations for the cul-de-sac.  
Some of the alternatives were determined to be infeasible due to their inability to achieve enough rise to 
reach the desired pad elevations, or maintain the intersection alignment with Street “A.”  It was also 
determined that aligning an entry street along the outside edge of the graded knoll would not comply with 
County standards for a public street. 

The applicant has met with the County Fire Department to ensure that fuel modification in riparian areas 
will be restricted.  Based on the fact that the riparian areas are naturally wet, a condition to the 
preliminary Fuel Modification Plan has been added, which will require removal of the dead downed 
material and exotics only in the riparian areas adjacent to Medea Creek.  For further information 
regarding fuel modification procedures, see Response to Comment No. PH1-32. This modification is 
reflected in the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan dated June 22, 2007, which was approved by the Fire 
Department of July 6, 2007..  

The revised project does not grade the knoll in the SEA (see Figure FEIR-5, in Section II).  Grading along 
the bank of Medea Creek in the northern portion of the project site has been reduced by the relocation of 
“D” Street.  
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Comment PH3-7: 

Ms. Holmes:   Ten lots are six too many.  We support the Fish & Game position that several of the 
residential lots should be eliminated.  Under the present plan, the fuel modification zone would extend 
into reparian habitat.  CPO joins both the Department of Fish & Game and the Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy in their concerns and calls for the elimination of lots 39 through 42 at a minimum. 

Response:  

The fuel modification zones and plan for the revised project, which have been approved by the 
Los Angeles County Fire Department, are presented in Appendix M of this Final EIR.  The 
area associated with this zone is 21.9 acres (23.22 including 1.32 acres of offsite fuel 
modification).  Revised Mitigation Measure F-2 (formerly numbered F-3 on page III.F-46 in 
the Draft EIR) has been developed to ensure that fuel modification will not result in significant 
impacts (see Section III (Corrections and Additions) of this FEIR).   

Comment PH3-8: 

Ms. Holmes:   In that whole zone, nothing.  Open space.  We feel that it’s – it should be a protected area.  
It’s too close to the riparian habitat.  With fuel mofification, it would remove a lot of riparian habitat 
going to the creek.  We’re also not clear about how they are planning to grade that area.  It is right now a 
very high hill area overlooking Kanan.  We’re very unclear as to how they are planning to address that 
which would then – if it does get graded, it will be closer to the creek riparian habitat again. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. PH3-7.  

Comment PH3-9: 

Mr. Noxon:   To cite the ordinary plan, the guiding principle for managing a natural environment is that 
resource protection had priority over development.  The plan goes on to identify the natural hillsides as a 
significant biological and visual resource and to identify Lady Face Mountain as one of the most 
prominent land forms in the area.   

That’s the plan, but right here on the slopes of Lady Face Mountain we have nine-tenths of the proposed 
Triangle trap, 50 homes (unintelligible) on lots that are smaller than before.  Nine are on lots that are less 
than one quarter acre.  The majority are on less than half an acre.  Many of these lots are little bigger than 
a tennis court.   
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Response:  

The revised project reduces its impact on the natural environment in two ways: 1) it reduces the number 
of lots from 81 to 61, and 2) it reduces the grading footprint of the proposed development area from 48.6 
to 27.39 acres.  In this manner the revised project implements the guiding principle of the North Area 
Plan to give resource protection priority over development. A corollary to the reduction in the grading 
footprint is that the lots have become somewhat smaller.  Placing the majority of the proposed homes on 
the less sensitive slopes of Ladyface Mountain also implements the Plan’s guiding principle by avoiding 
the more sensitive portions of the project site within the SEA. 

Comment PH3-10: 

Mr. Noxon:   But here on Kanan at the foot of Lady Face we have 1800 feet of development frontage 
including a 500-foot sound barrier wall which protects a highly conventional, rather down scale track 
rudely imposed on a natural landmark. 

Response:  

The Planning Commission proposed the construction of a ten-foot high crib wall along the edge of the 
right-of –way on Kanan Road. The crib wall would then support a graded berm approximately five feet 
above the building pads. This proposal was primarily intended to create a visual and sound barrier for the 
fourteen homes that are adjacent to Kanan Road. 

After careful study, it was determined that that a crib wall and berm would create an unnatural narrow 
“valley” or tunnel feel on Kanan Road, would  have a negative visual impact to this scenic roadway and 
would not be feasible.  

As an alternative, the revised project incorporates variable gradient slopes ascending to the building pads 
for a more natural, contour-graded effect.  In addition, lots located adjacent to Kanan Road would be 
screened by either decorative masonry wall or a combination of low-masonry wall with tubular-steel 
fence on top.  View simulations (Figures III.I-7 through III.I-11) provided in Section III.I of the Draft EIR 
depict six-foot masonry walls, constructed with slump, split face or colored block.  (Note additional 
depictions are included in Section II of this Final EIR). Pilasters are proposed at rear-yard property line 
lot-line corners to add architectural dimensions to the walls.  The proposed walls and fences are designed 
for security and privacy, but will have the added benefit of acting as a visual and sound barrier from 
Kanan Road. 

The Commission also suggested that a berm and a crib wall could have the added benefit of reducing the 
amount of graded material needed to be exported from the project site. However, creation of a crib wall 
and berm along Kanan Road would reduce the exportation of graded material by only 6,000 cubic yards, 
and the revised project already reduces exportation of graded material by 36,000 cubic yards.  While the 
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revised project currently anticipates the import of 700 cubic yards, the final grading is expected to balance 
onsite. 

Comment PH3-11: 

Mr. Noxon:   The lack of a master landscape plan goes to the heart of visual deficiencies of the project.  
The County planning staff called this a major flaw in the original DEIR.  It is here.  It has been spoken of 
and promised many times, but the latest word from the developer is that they will not create this until after 
the project has been approved.  They don’t apparently think it’s going to help. 

Response:  

The Landscape Plan is included in Appendix L of this Final EIR.  The project’s Design Guidelines are 
included in Appendix K. 

Comment PH3-12: 

Mr. Dodson:   From the beginning we requested that this project be examined on a weekend 
circumstance when the worst case traffic occurs and that’s never been done.  It’s been ignored.  In 
addition, we believe that there is a severe safety issue associated with the entry into the highway on 
Kanan at that location for that particular project. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. 8-121 

Comment PH3-13: 

Mr. Dodson:   Continuing on with issues there has been no specific designs or discussions on how water 
that’s going to be generated from this project will be entering into the local streams. 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment, the project’s storm drainage system is discussed in detail in Section III.D, 
Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology, of the Draft EIR. 

Comment PH3-14: 

Mr. Dodson:   We don’t have any designs yet for the desilting basins, how it’s going to be handled, how 
we’re going to maintain water quality.  We’ve never seen a full-on landscape plan that shows what buffer 
areas are going to be required, how they are going to be constructed and developed. 
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Response:  

Two basins are proposed by the revised project design.  A desilting/debris basin would be located in the 
northwestern portion of the project site, between Lots 15 and 16.  A second desilting basin is proposed in 
the southwestern portion of the project site, behind Lot 46.  The design of these two basins is shown on 
Figure FEIR-1. With respect to water quality, see Topical Response No. 4 and Responses to Comments 
No. 8-43 through 8-67.  The Landscape Plan is include in Appendix L and the Design Guidelines are 
included in Appendix K of this Final EIR. 

Comment PH3-15: 

Mr. Dodson:   We have a number of lots that are being proposed again adjacent to the Medea Creek 
which will affect the wildlife corridor through a combination of lighting and a combination of human 
activity. 

Response:  

See Topical Response No. 8. 

Comment PH3-16: 

Mr. Dodson:   The SEA issues we thought we had resolved by bringing all the development along 
Cornell directly adjacent to the road with access directly off Cornell which was proposed by one of your 
commissioners at the previous hearing.  That has not been done.  We still have major cuts, major 
topographic alterations that are associated with this project. 

Response:  

The revised 61-lot project concentrates 10 lots on the east side of Cornell Road at the location 
recommended by staff. 

Comment PH3-17: 

Mr. Dodson:   These are not only environmental issues.  They are also conflicts and create an 
inconsistency with the plan, the North Area Plan.  That’s a key and critical issue that we believe needs to 
be addressed.  It has not from our standpoint. 

Response:  

With respect to consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3. 
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Comment PH3-18: 

Mr. Helsley:   You made a comment in reference to how the water would be handled as it comes off of 
this development before it gets to the – the inflow into the creek itself.  Would that be in the hydraulic – 
hydrological report? 

Mr. Dodson:   No, sir, at least we haven’t seen it.  To answer your question, the key concern is – again, 
using – let’s go back to the Cornell parcel because it’s the one I’m most familiar with. 

You’re going to make some major changes in topography in that area and then you’re going to have to 
bring in some sort of drainage facility across Cornell and down the Medea Creek.  If you look at it, it’s 
going to be essentially cutting west. 

One of the questions that we raised the whole time is you can’t just dump water into the roadway and let 
it run down somewhere.  You have to have some sort of entry feature into the creek channel itself.   

You do that because you have to dissipate the energy so you don’t erode and cause a problem and you 
also need to have some control on the water that is going in.  They have never shown us those.  Those are 
the key concerns we’ve got, are the drainage facilities, and how they will actually be installed.  They have 
never responded to the request to address those issues, “they” being the developer.   

Response:  

Drainage is proposed to be conveyed through the project in storm drain piping in accordance with County 
of Los Angeles Public Works Department Guidelines: The Tentative Tract Map depicts proposed 
drainage systems for both urban runoff and bulked storm flow runoff, both of which are ultimately 
conveyed downstream to points of discharge into Medea Creek. 

In addition, the preliminary grading shown on the Tentative Tract Map also indicates grading for access 
ramps down into the creek area so that the County can maintain the drainage outlets. 

Also, see Responses to Comment Nos. 8-15, 8-16, 8-38, 8-39 and 8-47. 

Comment PH3-19: 

Mr. Helsley:   I notice that they have retention basins coming into the project.  I’ve seen those on the 
map, but I’ve not seen them going out of the project for trash control, sedimentation, and the materials 
you’re talking about. 

Mr. Dodson:   We have not seen any specific drawings or designs.  They simply said they will do it.  We 
think that those designs have ramifications and impacts that have not been evaluated.  I concur with what 
you just said. 
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Response:  

The proposed grading on the Tentative Tract Map and site plan (Figure FEIR-1) indicates access ramp 
adjacent and south of Lot 45, on the east side of Kanan Road and access easements, as necessary where 
the easement crossed private property, to allow maintenance of the drainage basins for removal of 
sediment, trash and/or vegetation debris.  

Comment PH3-20: 

Ms. Culberg:   The many maps in the DEIR are inconsistent on the actual location of Dudleya on this 
site.  One of the maps, Figure 3 and 5, shows two locations for it, both west of Kanan.  Assuming this 
map is accurate, lots 50 and 51 place housing directly on them and landscape lot 73 provides area for fuel 
modification right over the Dudleya. 

Additionally, the chart of biological resources in the DEIR states that several populations have been 
observed along Cornell Road although they aren’t shown on any of the maps. 

Response:  

The onsite locations of the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, based on the latest surveys conducted in 
2006, are shown on Figure FEIR-5A through 5D of this Final EIR.  As currently designed, the revised 61-
lot project would have no direct impacts to the dudleya. 

Comment PH3-21: 

Ms. Culberg:   This Dudleya is endemic to the Santa Monicas, so if it is extriated at this location for 
development of Triangle Ranch, it may well become extinct. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment PH3-20. 

Comment PH3-22: 

Ms. Culberg:   Lyons Pentacheta is well-known to this site; however, the population in the SEA is 
genetically distinct and varied.  While most of the Pentacheta in the SEA has been successfully avoided in 
the newer proposal, the area of Pentacheta on which the owner previously erected a barn and corral thus 
destroying the population cluster is now identified as residential lots 65 and 66. 
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Response:  

The onsite locations of the Lyon’s pentachaeta, based on the latest surveys conducted in 2006, are shown 
on Figures FEIR-5A through 5D.  A review of Figure FEIR-5 indicates that no grading would be 
conducted where the pentachaeta is located. 

Comment PH3-23: 

Ms. Culberg:   For the residents east of Cornell fuel modification will likely cause more Pentacheta to be 
eradicated than is apparent on the maps because the fuel mod. Zone would extend 200 feet into the brush. 

Response:  

In response to a request by Regional Planning Commission that sensitive biological resources be 
protected in the fuel modification plan, the applicant met with the Fire Department and conditions have 
been added to the maintenance agreement for the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan (see Appendix M-
3).  It should be noted that the analyses in the Draft EIR include a mitigation measure requiring that fuel 
modification near Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat be performed by manual means such as hand or power tools 
to prune, thin, and remove vegetation that would outcompete Lyon’s pentachaeta.  Because Lyon’s 
pentachaeta grows to be about 6 inches to 8 inches in height and fuel modification requires that only 
plants with a height of 18 inches or more be reduced, any necessary fuel modification in areas adjacent to 
Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat can be accomplished so that disturbance is minimized. 

Comment PH3-24: 

Ms. Culberg:   West of Kanan almost all of the remaining Pentacheta will be impacted by this proposal.  
Residential lots 4 and 14 through 17 have Pentacheta growing on them as well as landscape lot 73. 

Response:  

See Responses to Comment Nos. PH3-22 and PH3-23. 

Comment PH3-25: 

Ms. Culberg:   In addition, fuel modification and construction activities for lots 59 and 60 and the 
previously mentioned lots will disturb most of the Pentacheta growing even in the adjoining areas. 

Response:  

See Responses to Comment NOs. PH3-22 and PH3-23. 
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Comment PH3-26: 

Ms. Suess:   Specifically, the following community concerns have been neither explored nor solved in the 
most recent issuance of design guidelines and accompanying maps.  To the contrary these issues have 
been ignored.  The areas of concern include traffic and safety, view shed, North Area Plan, water quality 
and riparian habitat, endangered and threatened plant species, oak trees, wildlife corridors, parks and 
trails.” 

Response:  

Contrary to the comment each of the raised issues has been “explored” and addressed, although they may 
not have been “solved” to the satisfaction of the commenter.  Traffic issues are addressed in Section III.L 
of the Draft EIR.  Also, see Response to Comment No. 8-121.  Viewshed issues are addressed in Section 
III.I of the Draft EIR.  Viewshed issues as raised by staff, the Regional Planning Commission and 
members of the public have been addressed in the preparation of the revised 61-lot project.  Consistency 
with the North Area Plan is addressed in Topical Response No. 3.  Water Quality issues are addressed in 
Section III. E of the Draft EIR.  Water Quality issues are also addressed in Topical Response No. 4 and 
Responses to Comments Nos. 8-43 through 8-67.  The issue of riparian habitat as affected by fuel 
modification has been addressed through consultation with the Fire Department (see Response to 
Comment No. PH3-6).  With respect to endangered and threatened plant species, the revised 61-lot site 
plan has been designed to eliminate all grading and/or development in the vicinity of Lyon’s pentachaeta 
and Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  Impacts to oak trees are addressed through the oak tree permit 
process.  Wildlife corridors are addressed in Section III.F of the Draft EIR.  Also, see Topical Response 
No. 8. Impacts to parks are addressed in Section III.M.5 of the Draft EIR.  Presumably “trails” is a 
reference to the Zuma Ridge Trail. In this respect, see Topical Response No. 7. 

Comment PH3-27: 

Ms. Suess:   The final paragraph of the petition letter reads, “Because Triangle Ranch is at the Kanan 
Road entrance into the heart of Santa Monica Mountains national recreation area, the developer has a very 
special responsibility to create a subdivision that will make a statement to passing motorists and the 
community that since they have left the City of Agoura Hills behind they have entered into a different 
zone.  Sage Community has yet to accomplish this.  Please keep it foremost in your minds as you review 
this application.” 

Response:  

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   
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Comment PH3-28: 

Ms. Suess:   Well, there would be additional retaining walls and roads entering and exiting, possibly 
traffic signals.  It seems to me that with all the extra traffic trips coming and going on Kanan Road, it’s 
going to make a significant difference from the way it exists now, which I think we would all like to have 
at least the area not be any – degraded any further than it is now. 

Response:  

Retaining walls and road entrances are shown on Figure FEIR-1.  No traffic signal is proposed or 
required.  Traffic impacts are addressed in Section III.L of the Draft EIR.  The analyses conclude the 
project would not create any significant impacts at any of the study intersections or roadway segments,  
based upon both the County of Los Angeles and the City of Agoura Hills’ thresholds of significance.  
Also, see Response to Comment 8-121.  

Comment PH3-29: 

Mr. Hart:   In the letter they outline numerous deficiencies in the DEIR relating to water quality, riparian 
habitat, sediment and issues as they relate to Medea Creek and its tributaries on the applicant’s property. 

Now, over a year later none of these deficiencies have been mitigated.  Until this applicant begins to show 
some respect for the permitting process and the environment by providing you and us with a true picture 
of the adequate details to assess and mitigate the real impacts of this project, I respectfully request that 
you deny the applicant’s request.  Thank you. 

Response:  

See Response to Comment No. PH3-26. 

Comment PH3-30: 

Ms. Maxwell:   Not included in the DEIR, a very rare lichen, Texosporum sancti-jacobi was found on our 
ridge above Cornell corners in 2003.  This is the only – this is only the third time it was collected in the 
United States. 

Response:  

Lichens are not listed by either the state of federal governments as rare or endangered. 
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Comment PH3-31: 

Ms. Maxwell:   Regarding this wildlife, SEA number 6 also provides an east/west corridor to Medea 
Creek from Liberty Canyon freeway underpass via the Abrams property wildlife trail.  It is imperative 
that these trails not be disturbed or blocked by fences. 

Response:  

Regarding wildlife corridors, see Topical Response No. 8. 

Comment PH3-32: 

Ms. Maxwell:   Regarding the Medea Creek riparian area, clearing into the riparian area along the Medea 
Creek for fuel mod. purposes would further degrade that environment making it unstable for providing 
cover for migrating animals and nesting birds.  Reptiles and amphibians that live in stream-side habitat, 
particularly frogs and pond turtles, would also be impacted by fuel mod. activity.  The potential for the 
Southwestern pond turtle to occur in this location has never been adequately assessed.  Consequently we 
request that a survey be performed at the appropriate time of the year to determine the presence of the 
pond turtle before final approval of any lots in the Medea Creek area. 

Response:  

With respect to fuel modification impacts to riparian habitat in Medea Creek, see Response to Comment 
No. PH3-6.  The Southwestern pond turtle survey has been completed and its report is included in 
Appendix C-22 of this Final EIR.  The survey report concludes that based upon the measures already 
included in the proposed project that would protect the pond turtles and improve the existing habitat, no 
additional measures are recommended.  Also, see Responses to Comment 5-4 in this FEIR 

Comment PH3-33: 

Ms. Maxwell:   Per Fish & Game request, lots 39 through 44 should be eliminated to prevent fuel 
modification activities from degrading the riparian environment and impacting the native fauna. 

Response:  

With respect to fuel modification impacts to riparian habitat in Medea Creek, see Response to Comment 
No. PH3-6.   

Comment PH3-34: 

Ms. Maxwell:   Most of the oak trees to be impacted are found in two locations in the subdivision at the 
Kanan Road entries of A and D streets.  If A Street were realigned slightly, several oak trees could be 
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saved.  We are also requesting that D Street be shortened significantly to avoid impacting several oaks as 
well as reducing overall grading. 

Response: 

As indicated in Figure FEIR-1, D Street has been realigned.  As currently proposed, D Street intersects 
Kanan Road approximately 500 feet south of its previous alignment with A Street.  As a result of this 
realignment, D Street requires approximately 500 feet less grading , impacts five fewer oak trees.  In 
terms of earthwork, this revised D Street alignment reduces grading by approximately 5,770 cubic yards. 

Comment PH3-35: 

Ms. Maxwell:   In conclusion the effects of the development on the SEA cannot be adequately 
(unintelligible).  The effects of lighting, runoff, noise or other factors though seemingly minor at this time 
may prove to be major in the future. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project substantially reduces impacts to the SEA.  Direct impacts to the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta have been eliminated and indirect impacts from fuel modification have been minimized.  
Because Lyon’s pentachaeta grows to be about 6 inches to 8 inches in height and fuel modification 
requires that only plants with a height of 18 inches or more be reduced, any necessary fuel modification in 
areas adjacent to Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat can be accomplished so that disturbance is minimized.  The 
applicant has met with the Fire Department and conditions have been added to the maintenance 
agreement for the preliminary Fuel Modification Plan.  The new conditions will limit fuel modification in 
riparian area to removal of dead and downed material and exotics only (see Exhibit 5 to the Design 
Guidelines in Appendix K). 

Comment PH3-36: 

Mr. Greko:   There has been a lot of talk about ingress and egress.  My major concern being a resident on 
Cornell Road is the egress possibility in the event of another major fire sweeping through the canyons.  
It’s not a matter of oh, it may happen; it’s probably a matter it will happen. 

Let history show to it that it has happened before and it’s going to happen again.  There is too many 
people with cigarette butts flying out the window Cornell Road right along Paramount Ranch.  I pick 
them up every day. 

There are too many instances of dry brush winds creating fires from other areas being swept into some of 
the mountains.  All of us that live south of the freeway truly have one egress area and that is the area of 
the 12 percent total of this development that is right at the confluence of the Cornell, Kanan, and Agoura 
roads where this development is going to take place. 
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Not only will the residents in the immediate development, if it were allowed to be approved, will they 
have difficulty, fire, emergency vehicles will be suffering to try to get everyone  northbound when that 
fire is sweeping toward the ocean.  No one wants to go with it.  They want to go north and out of that 
area.  It’s going to be impossible. 

Response: 

Fire hazards are addressed in Section III.M.1 of the Draft EIR.  The analyses concluded that the 
implementation of the project design features in combination with the mitigation measures would reduce 
potential fire protection impacts to a less than significant level.  In addition, both the Fire Department and 
the Sheriff’s office have reviewed the project and have not noted an access problem. 

Comment: PH3-37 

Ms. Hubbard:   We feel that this development isn’t in compliance because of its affect on traffic, 
streams, wildlife, endangered species.  It’s simply too intense for the area. 

Response: 

With respect to traffic, the analyses contained in the Draft EIR found no significant impacts (see Section 
III.L).  The traffic report for the previously proposed 81-lot project has been reviewed by the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works, which agreed that the project would not cause significant traffic 
impacts (see Appendix O).  Also, see Response to Comment No. 8-121.  With respect to biological 
resource issues, see Response to Comment PH3-26. 

Comment: PH3-38 

Ms. Hubbard:   In particular I want to mention some of the complications.  Lots 49 through 60 should be 
eliminated from the plan due to the hazardous traffic conditions that they create.  Drivers exiting Triangle 
Canyon onto Kanan Road towards Agoura encounters serious problems.  The exiting driver who wants to 
turn left on Kanan has to look right for oncoming traffic.  In the late afternoon the sun signs directly into 
the eyes of driver impairing vision and as a result this interchange has resulted in numerous serious 
accidents.  Although traffic study on this intersection was requested, it was not performed.   

Response: 

The comment incorrectly identifies a traffic hazard from vehicles exiting the project site by making left 
turns onto Kanan Road. However, cars exiting the project site onto Kanan Road are restricted to right 
turns only and cannot make left turns.  The reader is referred to Figure FEIR-1 for a review of the 
proposed intersection designs.   

The analyses in the Draft EIR discuss recent traffic accident history in Section III.L.  The analyses looked 
at County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works accident data for Kanan Road between Canwood 
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Street (north of the US-101 Freeway) and Mulholland Highway for the five-year period from February 1, 
1998 to January 31, 2003.   

The data for the five-year time period revealed that an average of 9.4 accidents per year occurred on 
Kanan Road between Canwood Street and Mulholland Highway. This equates to an accident rate of 0.229 
accidents per million-vehicle-miles on Kanan Road. The County average for accidents on rural mountain 
roads ranges from 1.82 to 3.79 accidents per million-vehicle-miles, depending on the design speed of the 
roadway.   

The analyses in the Draft EIR also provide a summary of the accidents on Kanan Road within one mile of 
the project site.  On Kanan Road, within a mile of the project site, there were six accidents over the course 
of the five-year period.  One accident was a fatality accident – all others were property damage only.   

Lastly, it is not clear which intersection the commenter is referring to, since there is no road named 
Triangle Canyon in the project area.  However, the analyses in the Draft EIR assessed all of the study 
intersections requested by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and the City of Agoura 
Hills (see Draft EIR, Section III.L., Traffic and Access). 

Also, see Response to Comment No. PH3-37.   

Comment: PH3-39 

Ms. Hubbard:   The situation at the ingress/egress point at Street D is exactly the same Triangle/Kanan 
intersection.  Line of sight visibility along Kanan is short due to the curve and traffic at this point is 
traveling at least 60 to 70 miles per hour down from the hill before arriving at this curve.  This is also true 
of the Street A ingress and egress point at Kanan. 

Eliminating lots 49 through 60 would resolve this problem.  Adding a traffic light here, however, would 
be adding insult to injury in view of the fact that the development is being proposed from the area where 
existing traffic problems are already severe as they are. 

Response: 

With respect to D Street, see Response to Comment No. PH3-34.  The line-of-sight along Kanan Road in 
the vicinity of D street has been reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works.  In their 
review of the tract map, the Regional Planning Commission requested notations of the acceleration-
deceleration lanes on the tentative map.  In response, the current design for both Kanan and Cornell 
Roads has tapers in the width of the roadway to allow acceleration and/or deceleration from the project 
entries. “Lane Transition” arrows on the map delineate the lanes and depict merging traffic. These 
acceleration/deceleration lanes for merging traffic extend over a length of approximately 600 feet each 
direction. 
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The Draft EIR analyses discuss vehicle speeds on Kanan Road in Section III.L.  As discussed in the Draft 
EIR, speed data was collected on Kanan Road and Cornell Road in the vicinity of the project.  The results 
of speed data are reported in terms of average speed, and the 85th percentile speed, which identifies the 
speed under which 85 percent of the drivers are driving, and over which the remaining 15 percent of the 
drivers are driving.  The speed data indicates that the 85th percentile speed of area residents and through 
travelers driving on Kanan Road is 53 to 54 mph just south of Agoura road, and increases to 57-59 mph 
south of Silvercreek.  A summary of the speed data is provided in the Draft EIR on Table III.L-5, 
Summary of Speed Data.  From this data, it is apparent that many drivers currently travel at speeds that 
exceed the posted speed limit on the roadways from which the proposed project will take access.   

Comment: PH3-40 

Ms. Hubbard:   Lots 39 through 48 should be deleted from the proposal, but for a different reason.  
These lots are located in the Medea Creek site between Cornell and Kanan.  This is an impaired blue line 
stream that many groups are working hard to restore.  Of the many sites Heal the Bay monitors, it’s one of 
the worst.  To undue their efforts by approving houses on the banks flies in the face of what we know 
about the causes of Medea Creek impairment which is urban runoff. 

Response: 

Urban runoff is one of the sources of surface water pollution, but it is not the only source.  As discussed 
in Section III.E, Water Quality of the Draft EIR, it is the unregulated discharge of pollutants from older 
land uses that accounts for the major sources of water pollution in the Malibu Creek Watershed.  
However, in recent years a variety of federal, state and local regulations have been introduced to mitigate 
the water quality impact of new developments. Thus, new developments are held to far more stringent 
standards than are older existing uses and, consequently, discharge far less pollution than older uses. The 
following are the major regulatory requirements with which the proposed project must comply.  

• County of Los Angeles Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan    

• National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), including all provisions of the 
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit which requires the preparation of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that emphasizes the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs).  

• Section 402 (p) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, or Clean Water Act.  

• Order No. 90-079 of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, which 
regulates the issuance of waste discharge requirements to Los Angeles County and cities tributary to 
the County under NPDES Permit No. CA0061654.  

Because these regulations have been specifically imposed to mitigate a project’s water quality impacts, 
the analyses in the Draft EIR conclude that compliance with these regulations would be sufficient to 
reduce the project’s water quality impacts to a less than significant level.  For additional information see 
Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment Nos. 104-1 and 104-8..  
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Comment: PH3-41 

Ms. Hubbard:   The cumulative impacts analysis as stated in the EIR is that the project makes up a 
relatively small portion of the water source degradation from Medea Creek and Malibu Lake. That’s 
wrong and must be substantiated as required by CEQA. 

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment Nos. 104-1 and 104-8. 

Comment: PH3-42 

Ms. Hubbard:   The Los Angeles Regional Quality Control Board stated at TDVL required reduction of 
92 percent in the lower Medea Creek which is the area near the project site.  80 percent of this reduction 
bacteria must be accomplished at the low density residential level.  Placing homes along Medea Creek is 
not commensurate with its figures. 

Response: 

The TMDL will be met through the requirements under the Construction General Permit (CGP), which 
includes the review and approval of the SWPPP.  The TMDL does not specify a specific loading 
requirement from a construction site; rather it relies on the requirements of the CGP to meet the overall 
goals.  The precise level of reduction will commensurate with the County’s policy at the time.  Also, see 
Topical Response No. 4 for a more complete discussion of water quality issues and Response to 
Comment Nos. 104-1 and 104-8.  

Comment: PH3-43 

Mr. Hess:   Consistency with the North Area Plan.  I’d like to point out policy 4.3 that requires within a 
designated area the species disturbance of protected resources shall be prohibited.  That’s the language. 

Also requires that new development not resulting in net reduction of protected plants and species.  That’s 
also the text. 

I want to read you a few other lines that I want you to be thinking about this.  The destruction of Lyons 
Pentacheta is unacceptable in preservation of the species, make this proposed project unsuitable for this 
area and we recommended that ask you that it be redesigned or denied. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project has eliminated direct impacts to both the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya.  Therefore, the project is consistent with Policy 4.3.  Also, see Topical 
Response No. 3. 
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Comment: PH3-44 

Mr. Hess:   North Area Plan policy number 4 requires maximization of the preservation of oak trees.  
There is an interesting confluence here that the 66-home design somehow increases the impact to oak 
trees over the 71 homes.  I’m not sure what the technical reasons are behind that, but if you look at that 
you will see that the 71 homes had 16 oak encroachment removal and the 66 homes had the 21 oak 
encroachment removal. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project would require the removal of 17 oak trees and the encroachment into the 
protected zones of an additional 10 oak trees.  With Respect to the North Area Plan, see Topical Response 
No. 3. 

Comment: PH3-45 

Mr. Hess:   The Santa Monica North Area Plan also required that new development be designed to 
protect the natural features.  The project still has 50-foot cut slopes.  You’ve heard all the details on that. 

Response: 

It is not accurate to describe the revised project as having 50-foot cut slopes.  There is a very small 
section of a cut slope between Lots 57 and 58, where the knoll projects westerly on the Cornell side of the 
project, that has a cut of 50 feet and then drops quickly below 40 feet. The development footprint of the 
revised 61-lot project has been reduced to an area of 27.39 acres.  Of this area, a little more than 10.2 
acres have been altered by their previous use as a disposal and borrow grading operation. Consequently, 
the revised 61-lot project would impact 17.19 acres of natural features.  The entire 27.39 development 
area impacts approximately 8.6 percent of the 320.3 acre site.  Hence, the revised 61-lot project protects 
approximately 94.5 percent of the natural features on the project site. In contrast, the previously proposed 
81-lot project assessed in the Draft EIR would have impacted approximately 38.4 acres of natural 
features, or impacts approximately 12 percent of the 320.3 acre site. With Respect to the North Area Plan, 
see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment: PH3-46 

Mr. Hess:   I would like to close in saying that this project is inappropriate for this site and inconsistent 
with the North Area Plan and I’m asking you all to support findings and the efforts of North Area Plan. 

Response: 

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  Nevertheless, see 
Topical Response No. 3. 
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Comment: PH3-47 

Mr. Hess:   Furthermore, I’d like to point out in closing that Agoura Hills recently voted 5/0 to oppose 
this project with the city council – to oppose this project as designed. 

Response: 

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   

Comment: PH3-48 

Mr. Hess:   I’d like to leave you with the thought CEQA requires that the agency not approve a project 
where there is a feasible alternative with less adverse impacts on the environment and look at the 
alternatives that have not been done in detail, so I’d like you to consider that as well.  Thank you for your 
time. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment Nos. 45-3, 103-2 and 2-18. Comment: PH3-49 

Mr. Gelbard:   Recently, I’ve learned, as recent as yesterday, that Fire Station 65 which is located 
directly across the street from my home has been de-populated from eight full-time firemen to three.  The 
five firemen that were normally present there have been relocated to Santa Clarita because the City of 
Agoura has built a new $6 million fire station just north of Kanan on the service lane of the freeway. 

As a result the normal protection that we would have as homeowners in a fire zone, and we are in a fire 
zone, the first sign you see when you come down Cornell Road on the right-hand side is an admonition 
that you’re in a fire zone.  And we have basically now a situation where we’re going to lose crucial 
firemen.  In the event of a fire – and as the gentleman said earlier, it’s not a question of will it happen, it’s 
a question of when. 

Response: 

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   

Comment: PH3-50 

Mr. Gelbard:   If you build more homes at the entrance of Cornell Road, you’re going to have not only 
water runoff from fertilizer and necessary irrigation, but also from basically just the fact that the slopes 
themselves, if not properly graded, will continue to add to the increasing height of the water in the creek. 
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Response: 

Water quality is discussed in Section III.E of the Draft EIR.  Grading is discussed in Section III.A and 
hydrology is discussed in Section III.D of the Draft EIR.   
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Public Hearing:             Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission, Wednesday, September 
20, 2006 

 

Note: As discussed in Sections I and II of this Final EIR, subsequent to the planning commission public 
hearing on the Draft EIR, the proposed project was revised.  As currently proposed, the “revised project 
design” consists of 61 residential lots on the project site.  Although the comments expressed at the public 
hearing address the previously proposed 66-lot project as described in the Draft EIR, the responses 
provided herein have been prepared with respect to the revised 61-lot project design.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the revised 61-lot project is presented in Section II of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment PH4-1: 

UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  During the June 28th hearing, your commission directed the applicant to 
redesign the project to be more consistent with the north area plan.  Revised 66-unit design has addressed 
some of the commissions concerns, excuse me, comments, and has eliminate most of the direct impact to 
the pentachaeta and the Santa Monica mountain's dudlea.  However the project continues to be 
inconsistent with respect to impacts to the threatened and endangered species in the riparian habitat.  The 
project still shows direct grading impact to the pentachaeta behind lots 13 and 24 as well as impacts to 
dudleya by lots 46 and 47, and grading along Kanan Road.  The north area plan requires buffer zones 
adjacent to natural streams and drainages to protect from grading, construction and runoff. 

Response: 

The currently revised 61-lot project has eliminated all direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya (see Figure FEIR-1).  With respect to riparian areas, the project 
applicant has met with the Fire Department and conditions have been added to the maintenance mitigation 
measure (F-2) that requires the preparation of a Fuel Modification Plan.  The new conditions will limit 
fuel modification in riparian area to removal of dead and downed material and exotics only and will 
exclude annual maintenance in Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat areas. The approximately 50 foot setback and 
grade separation between the housing and the riparian corridor will provide a buffer of varying width with 
a minimum width of 50 feet.  Mitigation Measures F-11 through F-14 have also been added to ensure that 
grading does not disturb the conservation open space (see Section III (Corrections and Additions)). 

Comment PH4-2: 

The updated fuel modification plan indicates a specific condition for riparian habitat at that time, but no 
additional information has been provided with respect to how fuel modification with this condition will 
not impact the natural resources.  Revised design outlines have been provided for the future development 
and construction of the subdivision and updated fuel modification plans would need to be included in 
those design guidelines.   
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Response: 

See Response to Comment No. PH4-1.  Because Lyon’s pentachaeta grows to be about 6 inches to 8 
inches in height and fuel modification requires that only plants with a height of 18 inches or more be 
reduced,  all areas of Lyon’s pentachaete in fuel modification zones have been designated as exclusion 
areas, meaning no fuel modification activities are to take place.  It should also be noted that the Draft EIR 
includes Mitigation Measure F-2-1 (which has been renumbered in the FEIR to F-1 (2) see Section III, 
Corrections and Additions) which requires that fuel modification near Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat be 
performed by manual means such as hand or power tools to prune, thin, and remove vegetation that would 
outcompete Lyon’s pentachaeta.   

Lastly, revised fuel modification plan is included in Appendix M of this Final EIR.  A final fuel 
modification plan will be submitted to the Fire Department following approval of the project. 

Comment PH4-3: 

A previous recommendation for discussion on varied building setback standards and building lot coverage 
and/or floor area has not been included in this version.  The applicant has provided a letter indicating that 
standard county setbacks would be complied with as it's unknown at this time the potential location of 
those buildings.  These design guidelines would be approved as part of the condition of use permit 
exhibits and all future development would be required to comply with these design guidelines. 

Response: 

The comment accurately states the applicant’s position regarding varied building setback standards and 
building lot coverage and floor area.  While these design specifics cannot be settled prior to approval of 
the tentative tract amp, a condition of approval that requires these issues to be addressed by the final map 
would be appropriate.  

Comment PH4-4: 

Between Kanan and Cornell Road your commission gave direction for removal of lots closest to Medea 
Creek and/or relocation of the D street intersection.  With lots closest to Medea Creek, your commission 
intended D street to be part of the fuel modification area.  An updated fuel modification plan still depicts 
Medea Creek within the fuel mod area, and now includes a condition for removal of dead and downed 
material in the riparian area. 

Response: 

As indicated by Figure FEIR-1, the revised 61-lot project has moved the Street D intersection with Kanan 
Road approximately 500 feet south of its previous location opposite Street A.  This has reduced grading 
between Kanan and Cornell Roads by approximately 5,770 cubic yards, compared to the previously 
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proposed 81-lot project assessed in the Draft EIR.  As a result of this revised grading plan, slope grading 
adjacent to Medea Creek has been eliminated.   

With respect to fuel modification in Medea Creek, see Response to Comment PH4-1 and Appendix M, 
for the revised fuel modification plan. 

Comment PH4-5: 

It's unclear again whether any additional removal would be required here or whether this condition also 
provides for the resource protection of the riparian habitat.  Fuel modification as your commission is 
aware is measured from the location of structures for fire safety and typically is not required when there 
are no structures present.  

The relocation of the intersection of D street and Kanan further south was also evaluated by the applicant 
who has indicated its infeasibility due to grading changes and public street requirements. 

Response: 

With respect to fuel modification in the riparian habitat, see Response to Comment PH4-1 and Appendix 
M-2, for the approved preliminary fuel modification plan. 

As discussed in Sections I and II of this Final EIR, the project applicant revised the proposed site plan 
subsequent to the September 20, 2006 public hearing.  As discussed in Response to Comment PH4-4, the 
currently proposed revised 61-lot project relocated the intersection of D Street and Kanan further south as 
requested by the Commission.  

Comment PH4-6: 

A memo from our Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation has been provided to you this 
morning indicating that the depicted Zuma Ridge Trail easement along Medea Creek is no longer an 
appropriate alignment.  Coordination has begun with the City of Agoura Hills, National Parks Service, 
and Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy for trail connectivity, however, at this time no connecting trail 
alignment can be determined. 

Response: 

At the request of the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation, the site plan has shown 
the Zuma Ridge Trail alignment along Medea Creek.  The applicant acknowledges that the trail alignment 
would adversely affect the creek habitat and has been working with the Department of Parks and 
Recreation to find an acceptable alternate route.  When an alignment is found that is satisfactory to the 
applicant, the Department of Parks and Recreation, the City of Agoura Hills, National Parks Service and 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the site plan will be revise to show the agreed upon trail.   
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Comment PH4-7: 

However, staff continues to recommend that disturbance of protected biotic resources, which include the 
endangered lyon's pentachaeta and threatens Santa Monica Mountain's dudlea are eliminated, that the 
disturbance is eliminated, and that either a buffer is maintained between Medea Creek or additional 
information provided that shows no negative impact to the riparian habitat. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. PH4-1.  Generally, buffer zones are recognized as important to 
maintaining the biological integrity of riparian areas.  A buffer zone between the limits of grading and 
Medea Creek  varies in width, the minimum being 50 feet.  The buffer zone and creek are in the 
conservation open space area.  This area will be subject to a management plan as provided for in 
Mitigation Measure F-1 (see Section III, Corrections and Additions in this Final EIR).  

Comment PH4-8: 

Your commission provided much direction at the last public hearing of which some have been 
incorporated and some of which have not been, and the applicant has addressed in their supplemental 
information.  For those elements that have not been incorporated, staff would also recommend that your 
commission may wish to continue discussions whether those items have been met or are no longer 
necessary in light of other project changes. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project (Figure FEIR-1) addresses the Commission’s comments.  

Comment PH4-9: 

Mr. Hensley:  I think with the conditions that we have set forth in requiring the developer to conduct a 
feasibility study as far as an alignment for the trail, that the separation of the equestrian and hiking 
purposes can certainly be included in that feasibility study as to determine whether it's the best alignment 
and whether that serves the public in the best regards. 

Response: 

The project applicant has stated publicly its willingness to conduct the feasibility study.  See Response to 
Comment No. PH4-6.  Also, see Topical Response No. 7. 

Comment PH4-10: 

Mr. Heerde: Back in June of '05 your commission asked the project applicant to come back with a 
proposal that was more consistent with alternative four that was proposed in the DEIR.  And what you got 
in I believe October of '05 was a 71-home project which is far from the 44-home project that was 
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proposed in alternative four. Subsequent to that, the developer submitted a 66-home project which in June 
of '06 you recommended they alter to be more consistent with alternative four and with the north area 
plan.  And now we have this currently proposed project which is really not very different from the project 
which the 66-home project that they proposed last June.  So I think it's, you know, it's a combination of 
the unwillingness of the developer to alter their plans to fulfill the requirements of the north area plan and 
to comply with the desire of this commission that has taken this long.  And I think that because the project 
is no good, we request that this commission require that the applicant take the design back and redesign it 
so that it's more compliant with alternative four and so that it satisfies the requirements of the north area 
plan. We support staff's recommendations to remove several lots such as 65 and 66 to remove direct 
impacts to the pentachaeta and to the dudlea.  But even with that there are still from the fuel modification 
and with the landscaping, there are still several impacts to the endangered species that remain.  And this is 
unacceptable underneath the north area plan. 

Response: 

With respect to redesigning the project, see Responses to Comment Nos. PH4-1, PH4-4 and Ph4-5.  With 
respect to project compliance with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3.  With respect to the 
pentachaeta and to the dudleya, see Response to Comment No. PH4-1.  With respect to fuel modification, 
see Responses to Comment Nos. PH4-1 and PH4-2.  The fuel modification plan is included in Appendix 
M.  The landscape plan is included in Appendix L.   

Comment PH4-11: 

Since there was some debate earlier about the room that the north area plan allows.  I'd like to read a little 
bit of the language from the north area plan just to emphasize what it says. The north area plan says, let 
the land dictate the time and intensity of the use.  The north area plan also requires that a natural 
environment that protects Malibu Creek and other key watersheds. The development on D street in 
between Kanan and Cornell Road which was asked to be altered has not been altered, and now grading 
will remove riparian habitat that protects the water quality of Medea Creek and will remove valuable 
resources and natural… 

Response: 

Regarding consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response 3.  D Street has been revised as 
requested by the Planning Commission, see Response to Comment No. PH4-4.  Regarding fuel 
modification in Medea Creek, see Response to Comment No. PH4-4.  

Comment PH4-12: 

Mr. Hess:  My name is Steve Hess.  I live at 28907 Wagon Road.  As somebody who participated in the 
north area plan, I want to remind you that the intent and the spirit and the design of the north area plan 
was to limit this kind of searching for wiggle room that we've seen in so many other general plans.  And I 
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would advise you that the intent was to interpret prohibit to mean prohibit, and no means no, prohibit 
means prohibit, and I think that we should keep that thought in mind as we move ahead. 

Response: 

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   

Comment PH4-13: 

I also would like to switch gears to another thought, and it has to do with the location of the new entrance 
road next to the fire station.  I had plans to go to the map and show you all this, but with the time allowed, 
I'll try to be brief.  I am an engineer and I have a degree in kinematics which means I understand how 
things move, movement of things.  And what I would like to point out is that the distance between the top 
of the blind hill, which is just north of the entrance to the area east of Cornell is 130 feet from the 
entrance.  In other words, you come to the top of that hill, you got 130 feet until the entrance to this 
proposed area.  A simple calculation at the speed limit posted, which is 45 miles an hour, under perfect 
conditions, the Society of Automotive Engineers will tell you that it takes 151 feet for a car to stop from 
traveling at 45 miles an hour.  And that's assuming that everyone travels at 45 miles an hour, which we 
know that they won't. Also, they also say it takes twice that long in adverse conditions, which means 
probably a rain, most likely, in our area we don't get snow or other things.  So I'd like you to take away a 
thought here that says under impaired conditions, rain, the distance required to stop when you come to the 
top of that hill is twice what is provided assuming that a car is stopping that's heading south and trying to 
left into the complex.  So in the event there's a single car stopped, you have at best half the distance 
required.  If there are many cars stopped, you're looking for an absolute accident. So I would encourage 
the county to take a look at the safety issue that has been produced by this what I would characterize as a 
knee jerk reaction to the request of the council, of the commission, that they protect and come up with a 
new plan. So with that I'd like to sum up by saying I'd like you to send this back to the developer for a 
redesign, and to think about the safety issues that have been created around the moving the entrance on 
Cornell.  Thank you. 

Response: 

Because of the line-of-sight issues, the Commission requested that the tentative map show acceleration-
deceleration lanes on both Kanan and Cornell Roads.  In response, the current design for both Kanan and 
Cornell Roads has tapers in the width of the roadway to allow acceleration and/or deceleration from the 
project entries. “Lane Transition” arrows on the map delineate the lanes and depict merging traffic. These 
acceleration/deceleration lanes for merging traffic extend over a length of approximately 600 feet each 
direction.  Additionally, the design of the Street F entrance permits right-turns in and out only. 
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Comment PH4-14: 

Ms. Altman: And the other thing I'd like to bring up is the fire hazard.  I don't know if any studies have 
been done about the cumulative fire hazard in our area.  Because we live in Malibu Lake area, we all have 
to exit towards Kanan Road to get out to the 101 in the event of a major catastrophe wildfire.  And that 
means 66 more people, more families are going to be ahead of us in line.  And if there are casualties, 
which there probably will be in the fire that passes because we're surrounded by 5,000 acres of open space 
in Malibu Creek State Park, I think the County is going to be liable for that, because I don't think you're 
planning evacuation for all these people and we're living high fire hazard area. 

Response: 

The Draft EIR analyses discuss fire hazards in Section III.M-1.   

Comment PH4-15: 

The other thing I wanted to let you know is CEQA statute 15042 authorizes you to deny this project flat 
out with just the environmental concerns alone being too great.   

Response: 

It is also worth noting that CEQA Section 15043 provides that a public agency may approve a project 
even though the project would cause a significant effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully 
informed and publicly disclosed decision that there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant 
effect and specifically identified benefits from the project outweigh the policy of reducing or avoiding 
significant environmental impacts of the project.   

Comment PH4-16: 

And the other thing I'd like to mention is in our own area, we're working on a community standards 
district, and the legal limit for a house could be 800 square feet.  I mean this developer has a right to build 
77 homes, times 800, that's like 35,000, 38,500 square feet.  This project could be limited to that and it 
would be such a benefit to our area to scale this back to reasonable size.  So in closing I just want to thank 
you for listening to my comments. 

Response: 

The referenced community standards district has not been adopted and is not applicable to the proposed 
project.   

Comment PH4-17: 

Mr. Dodson: First, let me incorporate all of our previous comments.  CPO does not believe that the 
county has adequately responded to our comments submitted on the project DEIR. 
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Response: 

This Final EIR is the County’s response to all the comments received to date. 

Comment PH4-18: 

In the remainder of my comments I want to focus on a few major issues of inconsistency which we 
believe justify, no, require denial of the Triangle Ranch project design before you.  County general plan 
policy requires SEAs must be preserved and enhanced for future residents that any proposed use must 
demonstrate a development as highly compatible with resource values in an SEA.  CPO does not believe 
the RPC can make a substantiated finding that this project is consistent with this policy.  This project is 
not highly compatible with the SEA. 

Response: 

See Table FEIR-3 of this Final EIR for a discussion of the revised 61-lot project’s consistency with the 
SEA Compatibility Criteria.  With respect to General Plan policy, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment PH4-19: 

North area plan policy, call it NAP from now on, 43-D requires no net reduction in the number of plant 
species be permitted by our project.  Triangle Ranch in clearly not consistent with this policy as designed.  
It will demolish and destroy a number of endangered and listed plants. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project does not demolish or destroy any endangered or listed plant species from the 
project site.  The revised project avoids all direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya and places all of the populations of these plants in a conservation area.  With respect 
to the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment PH4-20: 

North area policy 4-9 requires protection of natural features within the plan area.  Triangle Ranch imposes 
a significant grading with major cuts in the SEA and on Ladyface slopes.  Again, triangle Ranch is not 
consistent with this policy in its current design. 

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 3. 
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Comment PH4-21: 

NAP policy 4-13 requires projects to adapt to the natural hillside topography.  Triangle ranch brutally 
carves the landscape and therefore violates the policy with major cuts, significant earth movements, and 
non conformance of adaptation to natural hillside topography. 

Response: 

See Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment PH4-22: 

NAP policy 4-18 requires adequate landscape plan for developments within the plan area.  No formal 
landscape plan has been submitted to you for review and approval, and this project cannot demonstrate 
consistency with this policy. 

Response: 

The Landscape Plan is included in Appendix L.  Also, see Topical Response No. 3. 

Comment PH4-23: 

NAP policy 6-13 requires the project to be consistent with the local community.  This project imposes a 
suburban residential subdivision in a rural residential – 

Response: 

See topical Response No. 3. 

Comment PH4-24: 

Mr. Edleman: In other words, you can go with larger lots with smaller pads with conservation easements 
and still provide the applicant with a ton of units.  So footprint is the best unit of measure. Lastly, I don't 
know if the commission has the economic tools to analyze where the developer says, well, I'm at my limit 
on the number of units. We have nothing before you other than what the developer says, and we really 
urge you to go with what is best for the public, best for the national recreation area as opposed to blindly 
absorbing that limit that the developer has put out before you. 

That hinge point is alternative four. Alternative four was what staff recommended, it was based on 
science, it worked, the community was happy, the park agencies were happy, and politics pushed it back 
up probably toward 66.  We don't see how you can issue a statement of overriding considerations for 
anything more than a footprint in alternative four.  It's a heavily constrained site, more endangered species 
area than area any property the Santa Monica Conservancy has ever dealt with in its 600 square mile 
zone. We urge you to stick with the alternative four footprints.  If you need to add more units within that, 
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so be it.  But actually, lo and behold, if you take the alternative four footprint, which includes nothing in 
that southerly strip along Kanan Road, and you take out the units recommended in this staff report, the 
four or five or six units, lo and behold, you know how many units you end up with?  50. So in essence, 
you can have your cake and eat it too if you go with alternative four footprint minus the 12 lots that are 
down in the southernmost cluster of two of which staff recommends to get rid of, you end up with 50 
units. So I don't think anybody would necessarily object too much to that if you do it within that footprint.  
That preserves the thousand mile long, excuse me, the thousand foot long stretch of along Kanan and 
provides the kind of project we should have.  Whatever you do, please make sure there's a public open 
space dedication with approximately $5,000 a year permanent HOA irreversible funding source, because 
there's no project that nestles so much development close to so many endangered species anywhere in our 
zone. 

Response: 

This first part of the comment expresses the opinion that the Planning Commission should consider a 
project with a development footprint consistent with that of Alternative 4.  However, the comment does 
not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.   

1 With respect to the request that the open space dedication be accompanied by a $5,000 
yearly funding source, Mitigation Measure F-1 has been changed to address this issue 
(see Section III., Corrections and Additions). 

Comment PH4-25: 

Ms. Holmes: My name is Colleen Holmes, president of the Cornell Preservation Organization. We are 
disheartened that with all of our efforts in meeting with the developer that the plan does not show 
substantial changes as we had expected.  It is has gone from 71 to 66 homes, even after the planning staff 
had recommended alternative four.  Still issues are unresolved. Grading.  Grading and building has 
increased with the most current plan within the SEA.  It is increased from 157,600 cubic yards, six 
homes, to 161,610 homes.  The knoll in the SEA that may still have a large stand of lyon's pentachaeta on 
it is now graded with step lots creating a manufactured unnatural slope.  Grading along the Medea Creek 
banks on the Medea Creek strip is still shown on the plan. CPO does not see a reason for this and has 
shown the applicant alternative locations for an entry point that would avoid major encroachment on 
sensitive habitat.  Still no grading plans have been provided after raising this issue on many occasions, 
which accurately depicting the grading studies for this project.   

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project has been designed to address the changes requested by the Regional Planning 
Commission.  The Regional Planning commission is not required to accept staff’s recommendations.  The 
grading footprint of the currently proposed 61-lot project has been substantially reduced compared to the 
81-lot project discussed in the Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section II of this Final EIR, the grading 
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footprint for the revised 61-lot project is approximately 27.39 acres.  In comparison, the grading footprint 
for the previously proposed 81-lot project was 48.6 acres.  Thus, the revised 61-lot project represents a 43 
percent decrease in area of grading disturbance.  With respect to earthwork, the revised 61-lot project 
would require the excavation of approximately 308,500 cubic yards and the fill emplacement of 309,200 
cubic yards.  In comparison, the earthwork required of the previously proposed 81-lot project was 
498,421 cubic yards of excavation and 427,483 cubic yards of fill emplacement.     

With respect to the SEA, the grading footprint for the revised 61-lot project within the SEA is 
approximately 5.45 acres.  In comparison, the grading footprint in the SEA for the previously proposed 
81-lot project was 22.88 acres.  Thus, the revised 61-lot project represents a 77.5 percent decrease in SEA 
grading disturbance.  Similarly, the number of proposed homes in the SEA has been reduced from 27 
under the previously proposed 81-lot project, to 10 homes under the currently proposed 61-lot project.   

All grading within the Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat has been eliminated by the currently proposed 61-lot 
project.  Also, the previously proposed grading on the bank of Medea Creek in association with the 
construction of Street D has been eliminated by the currently proposed 61-lot project.  With respect to 
grading plans, grading associated with the revised 61-lot project is shown on Figure FEIR-1. With respect 
to grading plans for the previously proposed 81-lot project, see Response to Comment No. 8-10.  

Comment PH4-26: 

Although attempts have been made by the applicant to show how softening would occur along Kanan 
Road, major grading would still need to occur. Owning my own successful landscape firm, it would be 
difficult to create the look that they are showing on their concept plans without substantial grading.  The 
area shown lushly planted out is extremely rocky, often laden with solid rock outcroppings.  How will 
they provide adequate soil for even native plants to establish themselves.  It is a conceptual plan that does 
not provide the community with the answers that we deserve and the future generations leading to the 
entrance of the Santa Monica Mountains under later phase.  It is inconsistent with the north area plan 
grading an estimate of 350,700 cubic yards of dirt, and certainly not compatible with the significant 
grading of ridge line ordinance that has passed. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment No. 47-2. 

Comment PH4-27: 

The conceptual landscape plans.  The applicant has submitted design guidelines that do not adequately 
express their intent on the project. Although it does show that they plan to use native plant material, 
which is good, it does not clearly define to the community the final landscape plan depicting elevation 
and layouts.   
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Response: 

A detailed landscape plan is provided in Appendix L of this Final EIR.  (also, see Topical Response No. 
1.  

Comment PH4-28: 

Trails, although with CPO has had discussions with the applicant, and the applicant stated that a trail 
connection defining would occur, the plan does not depict the discussions that we have had showing the 
Zuma Ridge Trail, also known as Simi to the Sea Trail.  This trail has been connected through Agoura 
Hills and is the only north-south trail in the Santa Monica Mountains.  Where the applicant is showing the 
trail is not the location we had asked them to include it, so it would truly benefit those in the future.  We 
believe it's a critical issue. 

Response: 

While CPO’s input is greatly valued, their input is only one element in the design of the alignment of the 
Zuma Ridge Trail.  As discussed in Topical Response No. 7, the trail is subject to a feasibility study and 
the coordination between the Department of Parks and Recreation, the National Park Service and the City 
of Agoura Hills.  Also, see Response to Comment Nos. 5-12 and 8-108. 

Comment PH4-29: 

Mr. Abito: So number one.  The traffic analysis for this development does not take into account the 
impact of the added traffic generated by the Agoura Hills Village development, who's specific plan was 
recently approved. 

Response: 

The comment is not correct.  The traffic analysis does take into account the impact of the Agoura Hills 
Village Specific Plan.  While the Specific Plan had not been adopted at the time the Draft EIR was 
prepared, the individual projects that made up the Specific Plan were known and were included in 
projecting future traffic conditions.  See Table II-1, Section II, of the Draft EIR.   

Comment PH4-30: 

On top of this, the village development will add a small one lane traffic circle at their Kanan/Agoura 
interchange approximately 500 yards from this development.  There is no doubt in my mind that this 
development will add to the Kanan traffic congestion.  This situation is not consistent with the traffic 
congestion reality we face today on Kanan Road. 

Response: 

See Response to Comment Nos. 10-45 and 8-121. 
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Comment PH4-31: 

Two.  Currently there is a serious safety problem at the intersection of Kanan Road and Triangle Road.  In 
the late afternoon drivers attempting to enter onto Kanan cannot see the northbound traffic due to the sun 
glare.  The three egress intersection into Kanan currently proposed by Triangle Ranch will have the same 
safety issue. Therefore this development as it is currently proposed is not consistent with the county 
public works objective of avoiding traffic safety problems with careful planning. 

Response: 

The 2006 edition of the Thomas Street Guide does not show a roadway named Triangle Road in the 
vicinity of the project site.  Nevertheless, Kanan Road in the project vicinity has a north/south alignment.  
Drivers in vehicles entering Kanan from the project site would look north and south to determine whether 
it was safe to make the turn.  However, in the late afternoon, the sun is in the west behind Ladyface 
Mountain.  Therefore, the sun would not create a hazard in the late afternoon.  Furthermore, all right-turns 
in and out of the project site would be via acceleration and deceleration lanes and left turns would be via 
left-turn pockets; these roadway improvements would further minimize potential conflicts with Kanan 
Road traffic. 

Comment PH4-32: 

Three.  The southerly street intersection with Kanan road is located approximately 300 yards from the 
curve on Kanan.  Since the northbound traffic approaching this curb emerges from a steep hill, it is 
common for vehicles traveling 60 to 75 miles per hour around this curb.  Therefore, the line of sight 
required at these speeds will not be consistent with the line of sight distance normally calculated using the 
standard 55 miles an hour as a criteria.  I strongly recommend that the southerly 12 lots which run parallel 
to Kanan Road be deleted. 

Response: 

See Responses to Comment Nos. PH4-13 and PH4-31. 

Comment PH4-33: 

Four.  Currently there exists a serious traffic issue for the residents who live along Cornell Road north of 
fire station 65.  The road is narrow, windy, and hilly.  The line of sight is short, and the vehicles normally 
exceed the speed limit posted by the county.  Believe it or not, it is common for a car to speed and pass 
another car along this double stripe section.  Recently there are have been two fatalities.  The residences 
are reluctant to have their children place their trash cans along Cornell Road because of the safety issue.  
Therefore, reduce the number of lots along Cornell Road to avoid increasing the traffic safety issues. 
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Response: 

The revised 61-lot project does reduce the number of lots along Cornell Road.  Under the previously 
proposed 81-lot project discussed in the Draft EIR, there would have been 27 lots on the east side of 
Cornell Road.  The currently proposed 61-lot project has reduce that number to 10 lots.  Also, see 
Responses to Comment Nos. PH4-13 and PH4-31. 

Comment PH4-34: 

Mr. Gelmar:L Today I'd like to talk about something else which has to do with human waste.  Apparently 
today I have work crews on my property repairing the sewer main that runs along Coleta Road.  It is 
blocked.  It is blocked because we had a little bit of rain, less than a quarter inch just a few days ago.  The 
hole that they made is roughly big enough to put a tractor trailer in.  By adding 66 additional houses to 
this area and to the sewerage, where is it going to go. 

Response: 

The proposed project will connect to the Las Virgenes 33”-30” trunk sewer line located in the Cornell 
Road and Caleta Road right-of-way.  The Alignment of the trunk sewer is shown in Figure III.N.2-1 of 
the Draft EIR.  The trunk sewer will direct project sewage to the Tapia Water Reclamation Facility for 
treatment.  According to the Las Virgenes Municipal Water district, there are no inadequacies in the 
existing truck sewer system serving the project area (see page III.N.2-1 of the Draft EIR).   

Comment PH4-35: 

And secondly, the houses that are located across Cornell Road on the fire station side, how are they going 
to connect to the sewer main.  There are no easements in the plan.  And as from what I can see, there is no 
plan for septic systems either.  It has to go someplace if you're going to build these houses.  I am not 
going to grant an easement for a sewer main to come across my property. 

Response: 

The project’s proposed sewer connections are shown in Figure III.N.2-1 of the Draft EIR.  Sewage from 
homes on the east side of Cornell road would be directed to the trunk sewer via a new sewer line to be 
constructed in the public right-of-way in Cornell Road and in Silver Creek Road.  No easements from 
existing homeowners are required. 

Comment PH4-36: 

And lastly, there was a misrepresentation made here earlier by the engineer who said that the homes in the 
area are roughly like the homes across the street.  This is completely untrue.  My home is 8200 square 
feet.  Sits on eight acres.  It's valued at much more than five million dollars.  The homes adjacent in the 
Cornell Rancho, the minimum home is three and a half million dollars.  There are no homes relative or 
like these homes anywhere along Cornell Road.  And a house across the street, you can look, one was just 
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listed for 1.9 million dollars. There is no comparable value homes to what they're proposing on these little 
10,000 square foot lots.  And I implore you to take into consideration the impact that all of this is going to 
have on the people who have already made an investment, and in some cases a substantial investment in 
improving their property and maintaining it, and who desire a certain lifestyle.  This is urban sprawl come 
to Cornell, and it is completely inappropriate.  And as say, the issues of water, sewage, fire, and some of 
the other things that have been mentioned here today are overwhelming.  And there is simply, if you look 
at a hundred year flood plan, you will see that all of the houses south of mine are submerged when that 
creek rises.  And the grading here does not prevent that runoff. 

Response:   

With respect to the first part of the comment, economic and social effects such as property values are not 
treated by CEQA as significant effects on the environment (see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131).  
Therefore, no further response is required.   

The grading associated with the revised 61-lot project is not intended to prevent an existing problem for 
residents built in the flood plain.  However, as the analyses in the Draft EIR indicate, the project will not 
increase downstream flooding and will not adversely affect those existing homes in the flood plain (see 
Draft EIR, Section III,D). 

Comment PH4-37: 

Mr. Hart: The site holds the most extensive population of what we talked about, the lyon's pentachaeta, 
and you were talking about earlier about transplanting dudlea, almost impossible to do.  I haven't heard 
too much success with it.  Somebody mentioned they were going to transplant a bunch of it.  The site's 
most critical habitat linkages though across Kanan and Cornell, and the checkpoint for the habitat 
crossing is at Liberty Canyon where the animals are forced to go under the freeway.  It's the only way that 
they can get across.  And this site is adjacent to that whole check point area and does not provide the 
necessary linkage for many of the animals. 

Response: 

The revised 61-lot project will have no direct impacts to the Lyon’s pentachaeta or to the Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya.  See Figures FEIR-5A through FEIR-5D.  The experimental dudleya translocation 
program has been dropped and this language has been removed from the Mitigation Measures in the 
FEIR.  Mitigation now focuses on preservation and avoidance of the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya on 
the project site (see Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2(3) in Section III, Corrections and Additions).   

Finally, the project site is not adjacent to the Liberty Canyon freeway underpass; rather, it is 
approximately two miles to the west of that linkage. 
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Comment PH4-38: 

The north area plan states on page 8, paragraph 5, that a biological issue on the Santa Monica Mountains, 
the area is preservation of habitat connectivity link, which is what I was just talking about, and the 
National Parks Service, and the California Department of Fish and Game, and the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy have all expressed concern about the adverse effects of the urban invasion, 
particularly the fragmentation of the habitat not permitting the wildlife linkages which are so important 
for their survival. 

Response: 

The analyses in the Draft EIR address wildlife corridors in Section III.F.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, 
the project would not create fragmentation that would result in the elimination of any habitat linkage.  The 
National Parks Service, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy have each submitted comment letters regarding the proposed project.  These letters and the 
responses to their comments are included in this Final EIR.  The National Parks Service letters are 
included as Comment Letter Nos. 11 and 39.  The California Department of Fish and Game letters are 
included as Comment Letters Nos. 5 and 27.  The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy letters are 
included as Comment Letters 2 and 19.   

Comment PH4-39: 

Mr. Arbee: We told applicant many times that the street on Caleta Road is vacated.  It is not a street, it's 
dirt.  It's been vacated.  I have copies of vacation showing it's vacated after the R in the road.  There is no 
street that goes through so they're making the project look even more developed, which is isn't. And my 
road is under water four feet as it is.  All the drainage from the lots across the way are coming straight at 
me, at my property.  And all the lots across Kanan are coming straight at me.  I'm already under water.   

Response: 

The Caleta Road right-of-way is not located on the project site and the project does not propose to make 
any improvements to Caleta Road.  However, the Caleta Road right-of-way, which is adjacent to the 
project site, is extant.  Consequently, the Caleta Road right-of-way is shown on the tentative tract map.   

The analyses in the Draft EIR discuss hydrology and flood hazards in Section III.D.  As indicated in that 
discussion, the project would not increase the existing conditions rate of runoff and would not increase 
the downstream flood hazard. 
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V.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

E.  Responses to Oral Testimony – Board of Supervisors Public 
Hearing of March 27, 2007 

 

 

Note: The responses to the March 27, 2007 Board of Supervisors’ public hearing transcript are 
provided in the following section.  The notated transcript showing the comments that correspond to 
the responses herein, is provided in Appendix J-5 to this Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment No. BSPH-1 

The comment states support for the revised project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. BSPH-2 

This comment states opposition to the revised project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. BSPH-3 

The revised 61-lot project addresses each of the concerns listed in the comment.  The grading footprint of 
the revised project design covers an area of approximately 27.39 acres. This is approximately 21.21 acres 
less than the grading footprint of the previously proposed project, primarily as a result of the fewer lots 
east of Cornell Road.  The total quantity of earthwork under the revised project design is approximately 
308,500 cubic yards of excavation.  This is approximately 189,921 cubic yards of excavation less than 
required by the previously proposed project. 

Grading has been substantially reduced compared to the previously proposed 81-lot project assessed in 
the Draft EIR (see Section II, Description of Revised Project).  The revised project has been designed to 
reduce the number of retaining walls, their lengths and heights. Crib walls are limited to the area along the 
rears of Lots 1 through 4, with heights up to 17 feet; the total length is approximately 320 feet, with a 
length of about 140 feet being 17 feet tall 

With respect to the SEA, grading under the revised project would directly affect 5.45 acres of the SEA.  
This is 17.43 acres less grading disturbance than would have occurred under the previously proposed 
project.  Earthwork within the SEA would also be reduced by the revised project, which would require 
65,060 cubic yards of excavation and 21,200 cubic yards of fill emplacement.   In comparison, the 
previously proposed project would have required 243,943 cubic yards of excavation and 251,065 cubic 
yards of fill emplacement.    

With respect to sensitive species, the revised project would avoid all direct impacts to the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta and the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. The revised project limits indirect impacts to the 
Lyon’s pentachaeta due to fuel modification to an area of 1.71 acres and limits indirect impacts to the 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya to an area of 0.22 acres. Indirect impacts to both species would be 
mitigated to less than significant levels by implementation of the proposed Management Plan.   
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With respect to streams, the revised project would reduce impacts to watercourses, compared to the 
previously proposed project.  Under the revised project, there would be no direct impacts to Drainage 
“A”, “B” or “D”.  Drainage “C” would only be impacted for 250 feet at the downstream end. Drainages 
“E”, “E-1”, “E-2”, “E-3” and “E-4” are all intercepted and conveyed under Kanan Road and directed into 
Medea Creek.  Drainage “F” is only impacted for the last 80 feet, where the drainage culvert passes under 
Kanan Road.  Drainages “F-1” and “F-2” remain uninterrupted.  Drainages “H”, “I”, “J”, “K”, “L” and 
“M” remain untouched. 

With respect to the Zuma Ridge Trail, see Topical Response No 7. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-4 

As discussed in the Draft EIR (page V-33), the intent of Alternative 4 was to reduce impacts to SEA No. 
6.  This was achieved by reducing the number of lots on the east side of Cornell Road from 27 to 12, 
avoiding impacts to Drainage M and eliminating the eastern extension of the Street E cul-de-sac.  The 
revised 61-lot alternative achieves even more reduction of impacts to the SEA than does Alternative 4.  
The revised project provides 10 homes within the SEA, compared to 12 homes under Alternative 4.  The 
revised project substantially reduces the extent of grading within the SEA, and results in less landform 
alteration, less intrusion into undisturbed habitat and fewer and smaller manufactured slopes.  
Furthermore, the revised project also avoids impacts to Drainage M and eliminates the eastern extension 
of the Street E cul-de-sac.   

The following are the conclusions drawn from an analysis of the new 50-lot alternative presented by Ms. 
Holmes for the Cornell Preservation Organization. In general, it was found that the alternative plan 
proposed by CPO does not really demonstrate any new development ideas or strategies, nor does it reduce 
any impacts to the site that have not already been covered by one of the previous site plan alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIR.  In fact, the CPO site plan is very similar to Alternative Site Plan No. 4 
currently depicted in the EIR.  Lastly, as discussed below, the CPO alternative creates many impacts that 
have been eliminated by the revised 61-lot project. 

Site Planning and Grading 

1. The proposed development scheme for the CPO alternative plan proposes 50 lots for the 320.3 
acre site including 46 lots to be located in areas along Kanan Road.  Of these 46 lots, seven of 
them are smaller in total area than the 10,000 sq-foot lot size required by County code. 

2. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed location and grading for Lots 3 through 11 extends 
further south, and further up the existing slopes of Lady Face Mountain than the proposed grading 
indicated on the 61-lot Tentative Tract 52419 project scheme. 

3. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed lotting and grading of Lots 3, 5, 14 and 15 impact 
surveyed locations of the sensitive plant Lyon’s pentachaeta.  In contrast, the revised project is 
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currently configured so that there are no direct impacts to any of the Lyons pentachaeta or the 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya. 

4. Under the CPO alternative, at least ten lots (Numbers 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 18, and 21) and 
perhaps more, show less than sufficient building pad areas.  These lots will not allow for twenty-
foot front yard driveway set backs without necessitating “custom” home construction to 
accommodate split-elevation architecture or other means to recapture needed living area in the 
homes. 

5. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed street intersection of Street “A” and Kanan Road causes 
a 4-way “urbanized” intersection that has been opposed by both Regional Planning and the Board 
of Supervisors.  In contrast, the revised project is currently designed to separate entrance streets 
on the east and west sides of Kanan Road, and provides for dedicated left turn pockets into each 
of the streets.  This configuration has been approved by Public Works. 

6. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed lot configuration on the east side of Kanan Road, above 
Medea Creek does not appear to utilize areas of previously disturbed soils to locate the proposed 
lots, and instead proposes a grading and property line  footprint that extends outside the proposed 
grading limits of the 61-lot Tentative Tract 52419.  This excessive grading is south of Street “A”, 
adjacent to Lot 46. 

7. Under the CPO alternative, the proposed alignment of Street “A”, adjacent to Lot 44, will 
necessitate a fill area of a slope descending to Medea Creek so that Street “A” can be constructed 
in its proposed location.  In contrast, the revised 61-lot project does not cause any fill to be placed 
in or along the banks of Medea Creek. 

8. Under the CPO alternative, the “Conservation Easement” identified as being on Lot 44 (reference 
should actually be made on the CPO site plan to Lot 46), is not necessary if this area is not being 
graded.  It appears that Lots 45 and 46 are shown to include the additional area so that they can 
meet the minimum 10,000 sq-foot lot size.   

9.    Under the CPO alternative, Lot 42, shown as a “Flag” lot, will need to meet the standards of the 
County Fire Department. The revised 61-lot project, which has been approved by the Fire 
Department, does not include any “Flag” lots. 

10. Drainage courses descending along the northerly face of Lady Face Mountain will direct 
relatively large flows of storm runoff and “burned-bulked” debris behind Lots 7 through 11.  The 
revised 61-lot project uses a debris retention basin to control drainage in this location in lieu of 
placing lots there.  Under the CPO alternative, no provisions for a similar basin have been made 
for this project in the same general vicinity, however a much smaller debris basin is proposed 
further downhill, adjacent to Lot 2 (refer to Item No. 11 below).  It appears that the basin shown 
on the CPO site plan does not have the sufficient debris retention capacity as shown for the basin 
on the 61-Lot Tentative Tract 52419.   
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11. Under the CPO alternative, the grading and location of the designated debris basin adjacent to 
Kanan Road and Lot 2, is situated adjacent to and may impact the surveyed locations of the 
sensitive plant Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya. The revised 61-Lot project does not cause any 
direct impacts to any of the Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya. 

12. County roadway design standards put a cap on an allowable street gradient at 10%.  The access 
proposed for the CPO Site Plan from Kanan Road, stretching westerly upward to the highest 
building pads located near Lots 11, 12, and 13, will require a 10% street slope for nearly the 
entire length of the roadway.  This long ascending street gradient, with a climb of approximately 
85 feet vertically, will cause less than ideal conditions for driving and parking on the street, for 
ease in entering and exiting cars and the need to turn wheels of cars to assist in eliminating cars 
from rolling while parked as well as possibly causing cars to reach excessive speeds.  In contrast, 
the revised 61-lot project’s street and grading design accomplishes the same vertical climb of 85 
feet, but does so along a longer reach of roadway, with less street gradient and flattened slope 
through the street intersections. 

13. The 10% street grading on the CPO Site Plan also causes large elevation differences in the grades 
of adjacent building pads which will require both graded slopes and/or retaining walls between 
the lots to mitigate the elevation changes.  While retaining walls may be expensive to construct, 
graded slopes between lots will reduce building pad areas, thus reducing or limiting the potential 
sizes of homes to be constructed on the lots. 

14. Of the four residential lots proposed by CPO on Cornell Road, only two of them have contiguous 
frontage, and thus access rights to Cornell Road.  Lots 47 and 48 do not have access rights to 
Cornell Road, and thus will need to take access via an access easement through lots 49 and/or 50.  
This access will most likely be proposed as a private driveway so as to not impact significantly 
the available building pad area of the lots and will require approval by the County Fire 
Department.  In contrast, the revised 61-lot project, which has been approved by the Fire 
Department, does not include any “Flag” lots and provides direct street access to all of its 
proposed lots. 

15. Although not evident from the site plan, grading of 2:1 cut slopes or construction of retaining 
walls will be required on Lot 47, and possibly 48 to provide an adequate area for building 
construction. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-5 

See Responses to Comment Nos. BSPH-3 and BSPH-4. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-6 

With respect to the proposed development between Kanan and Cornell Roads, the revised 61-lot project 
has moved the Street D intersection with Kanan Road approximately 500 feet south of its previous 
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location opposite Street A.  This has reduced grading between Kanan and Cornell Roads by 
approximately 5,770 cubic yards, compared to the previously proposed 81-lot project assessed in the 
Draft EIR.  As a result of this revised grading plan, slope grading adjacent to Medea Creek has been 
reduced.   

With respect to the proposed development on the east side of Cornell Road, the revised project would 
build 10 homes in this area.  This is 17 fewer homes than would have been developed by the previously 
proposed 81-lot project assessed in the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment No. BSPH-7 

See Responses to Comment Nos. BSPH-3 through BSPH-6. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-8 

The revised 61-lot project design addresses the commenters concerns about the previously project 66-lot 
lot project that was denied by the Regional Planning Commission. Please Section II (Description of 
Revised Project Design).  Also, see Responses to Comment Nos. BSPH-3 through BSPH-6. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-9 

See Responses to Comment Nos. BSPH-3 through BSPH-8. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-10 

The commenter is correct that the revised project would convert approximately 27.39 acres (or 
approximately 8.6 percent of the project site) into a residential community.  In fact, the revised project has 
been specifically designed to be located on the lower (and hence gentler) slopes in order to minimize the 
disturbance area and to preserve the most scenic natural features.  Of the total disturbance area of 27.39 
acres, 24.7 acres, or 90.2 percent) occurs within the gentlest slope category of 0 – 25 percent.  
Approximately 2.24 acres of grading (or 8.1 percent of the total) occurs within the 25 – 50 percent slope 
category, while approximately 0.45 acres grading (or 1.6 percent of the total) occurs within the +50 
percent slope category.     

The Draft EIR discusses onsite habitat in great detail (see pages III.F-1 through III.F-49).  The revised 
project is consistent with the policies of the North Area Plan because it avoids all direct impacts to 
sensitive species and mitigates indirect impacts that may be caused by fuel modification.  For a more 
complete discussion of the revised project’s consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response 
No. 3).  It is also important to reiterate that the US Fish and Wildlife Service has specifically excluded the 
project site from its identification of critical habitat for the Lyon’s pentachaeta.   
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Response to Comment No. BSPH-11 

The Draft EIR discusses impacts to water quality in great detail (see pages III.E-1 through III.E-30).  
Those analyses conclude that the project’s compliance with federal, state and local water quality 
protection programs, as well as specific mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR, would ensure the 
project’s water quality impacts would be less than significant (see Response to Comment No. 17-3).  

Response to Comment No. BSPH-12 

See Responses to Comment Nos. BSPH-3, BSPH-4, BSPH-8 and BSPH-10. 

The request for a landscape bonding condition has been past on to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-13 

In response to instructions from the Board of Supervisors, the revised 61-lot project has reduced the 
number of residential lots on the west side of Kanan Road, in the southern portion of the project site, to 
just six homes.  As a result of this redesign, the retaining walls have been eliminated and mass grading 
has been reduced.  However, contrary to the comment, there are no “severe traffic problems”.  The 
revised project complies with all County of Los Angeles line-of-sight requirements on Kanan Road.  The 
project design also provides roadway tapers (i.e. acceleration and deceleration lanes) at all project 
intersections with Kanan and Cornell Roads. In addition, left turn pockets are provided at each project 
entrance to permit safe left-turns without interference with through traffic. 

The visibility of homes on the west side of Kanan Road, in the southern portion of the project site, is 
assessed in the Draft EIR with respect to Alternative 5.  As discussed therein, the retention of secondary 
ridgeline in the central portion of the project site, on the west side of Kanan Road, would break up the 
“massing” of homes and would help to create the appearance of a smaller project. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-14 

The first portion of the comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR regarding the nature of 
SEA No. 6.  The comment states the SEA is “critically important from a conservation and evolutionary 
standpoint”.  However, as discussed in Response to Comment No. BSPH-10, the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service has specifically excluded the project site from its identification of critical habitat for the Lyon’s 
pentachaeta.  Nevertheless, the revised project has developed a plan for preserving the habitat and habitat 
values of the conservation open space (see Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-15 addressing plant and 
wildlife preservation in Section III, Corrections and Additions). 

The inadvertent discing of the Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat by LA County Department of Weed Abatement 
contractors is discussed in the Draft EIR on page III.F-19. The removal of mature dudleya from the 
project site by persons unknown is addressed in the Draft EIR on page III.F-20.  The construction of the 
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horse corral was authorized by the owner of the project site, not the developer.  The horse corral is part of 
the past environmental setting, but is not a part of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-15 

The revised project does not impact any significant ridgelines, as designated by the County’s Grading and 
Ridgeline Ordinance.  Furthermore, the revised project does not conflict in any other way with the 
Ordinance.  With respect to the quantity of earthwork, the revised project requires the exaction of 308,500 
cubic yards.  The previously proposed 81-lot project would have required the excavation of 498,421 cubic 
yards, not one million as contented by the comment (see Table FEIR-4, Section II, Description of Revised 
Project of this Final EIR).  Lastly, the Grading and Ridgeline Ordinance does not set a limited to the 
permitted quantity of grading.  Rather, the Ordinance requires a Conditional Use Permit for a grading 
operation in excess of 5,000 cubic yards.  Such a permit is one of the entitlements sought by the project 
proponent.   

Response to Comment No. BSPH-16 

There have been numerous biological surveys done on the site, none of which indicated the presence of 
the Western Pond Turtle (WPT).  In the spring of 2007, ECORP Consulting, Inc. performed a protocol 
WPT survey, and documented three individuals in Medea Creek.  For a discussion of the survey see 
Response to Comment No. 5-4. 

Seventy-three biological field visits using six different biological consulting firms have been conducted 
on the project site over the last 11 years, with the last occurring in June 2006.  During those surveys, the 
red-legged frog was not observed.  Its presence, therefore, is considered to be highly unlikely and 
additional surveys are unwarranted.  Please see Responses to Comment Nos. 5-2 and 5-3 regarding 
previous biological surveys on the project site. 

Onsite Least Bell’s Vireo protocol surveys were conducted during April through July of 2004 and during 
June and July of 1999.  Protocol surveys for the Southwestern Willow Fly Catcher were conducted from 
May through July in 2004 and from May through July in 1999.  Neither species were detected.  See 
Response to Comment No. 5-3, including Table FEIR-6.  Also, see Appendix C-17. 

Contrary to the comment, the required fuel modification program will not destroy the riparian habitat.  
The project applicant has met with the Fire Department and additional conditions have been added to the 
requirements for the Fuel Modification Plan.  The new conditions limit fuel modification in riparian area 
to removal of dead and downed material and exotics only. See revised Mitigation Measure F-2 in Section 
III (Corrections and Additions).  Also see Appendix M-1 (Fuel Modification Guidelines) and Appendix 
M-2 (Fuel Modification Agreement).  Also, see revised Mitigation Measure F-2 in Section III 
(Corrections and Additions) in this Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment No. BSPH-17 

The range of wildlife observed and expected to use the project site is discussed in detail in Section III. F. 
of the Draft EIR (also, see Appendices C-1 through C-3).  The comment states the opinion not all wildlife 
corridors have been preserved nor their integrity respected.  However, the comment does not indicate 
which wildlife corridors have not been preserved nor which have not had their integrity respected.  
Furthermore, the comment provides no support for the contention: the commenter has not explained the 
basis for the comments, and has not submitted data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions 
based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. As discussed in Topical 
Response No. 1, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.   

 With respect to the Zuma Ridge Trail, see Topical Response No. 7. 

Lastly, with respect to “preservation of this biologically critical site”, the revised project would grade 
27.39 acres, or approximately 8.6 percent of the project site.  A total area of 287.77 acres, or 89.8 percent 
of the project site would be available for open space preservation, of which 265.87 acres would be 
retained in a condition undisturbed by fuel modification.  

Response to Comment No. BSPH-18 

A review of the revised 61-lot project indicates that impacts to visual qualities have been mitigated to the 
extent feasible. Revised project impacts to biological resources have been reduced to a less than 
significant level, with the exception of the loss of habitat, which remains an unavoidable and significant 
effect of development.  Impacts to visual qualities have also been reduced to the extent possible.  
However, the conversion of the site’s hillsides to a residential setting remains an unavoidable and 
significant effect of development  

With respect to Lady Face Mountain, the revised project focuses on resources protection by concentrating 
development in areas that have been previously disturbed.  In addition, the revised project keeps 
development at the lowest elevations possible.  For example, the City of Agoura Hills’ Ladyface 
Mountain Specific Plan has established a prohibition on development on Ladyface Mountain above the 
1,100-foot contour line.  The project is consistent with this restriction; the highest building site on the 
slopes of Ladyface Mountain (Lot 13) is planned for an elevation of 926 feet above sea level, 174 feet 
below the City of Agoura Hill’s height limit for development.  Lastly, the County supports such resource 
protection efforts as clustering development on small lots to maximize open space. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-19 

The Landscape Plan is included in Appendix L of this Final EIR.   
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Response to Comment No. BSPH-20 

The comment expresses concern about unregulated upstream development.  This comment is not 
applicable to the revised 61-lot project, which represents the highest level of regulation in this portion of 
the Santa Monica Mountains.  Whether the concern may be protection of biological resources, protection 
of water quality, protection of scenic resources, prevention of geotechnical and hydrological hazards; or 
compliance with the North Area Plan, the revised project is far more carefully regulated than many of the 
existing developments in the area, including Malibou Lake.  Also, see Topical Response No. 3. 

The Draft EIR, Section III.E, discusses at length the stringent federal, state and local water quality 
programs which will regulate the revised project.  For further discussion, the reader is referred to Topical 
Response No. 4 and Response to Comment No. 17-3. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-21 

The letter from Mr. Matt Horns, along to responses to his comments, is included in this Final EIR as 
Comment Letter No. 56. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-22 

The letter from Penny Suess, along to responses to her comments, is included in this Final EIR as 
Comment Letter No. 58. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-23 

The comment speculates about potential profits from the revised project.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15131, no response is required since CEQA does not treat economic effects as significant effects 
on the environment.  

Contrary to the comment the revised 61-lot project is a redesign that is consistent with the North Area 
Plan (see Topical Response No. 3) in this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-24 

The written comments from Chet Yabitsu, along to responses to these comments, are included in this 
Final EIR as Comment Letter Nos. 62 and 63.  

Response to Comment No. BSPH-25 

One retaining wall remains, behind lots 1-4, but all others have been deleted in the revised 61-lot site 
plan. Also, the revised project reduces the number of removed and impacted oak trees compared to the 
previously proposed 81-lot project assessed in the Draft EIR (for further information about oak trees, see 
Section II, Description of the Revised Project; also see Appendix C-18 for the County of Los Angeles 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Oral Testimony 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page V-92 

Fire Department, Oak Tree Permit #97-178; and Appendix C-20 for the project’s Addendum Oak Tree 
Report). 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-26 

The project site is not in the National Recreation Area, but as the commenter points out, is adjacent to it.    
The National Recreation Area is addressed in Section II of the Draft EIR.  Biological Resources on the 
project site are addressed in Section III.F of the Draft EIR, while Visual Resources are addressed in 
Section III. I.    

Response to Comment No. BSPH-27 

As noted above, the number of retaining walls has been reduced in the revised 61-lot site plan. The 
remaining wall will be visible only for brief periods from southbound vehicles on Kanan Road.  With 
respect to recirculation, see Topical Response No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 102-1. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-28 

Contrary to the comment, the revised project mitigates its impacts to protected resources and to SEA No. 
6.  The revised project is also consistent with the North Area Plan (see Topical Response No. 3).  Lastly, 
the project has been revised since the comment was made and currently addresses the concerns expressed 
by the Board of Supervisors. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-29 

The revised project avoids direct impacts to all onsite populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta, and limits 
indirect impacts due to fuel modification to an area of 1.71 acres. With respect to the Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya, the revised project would avoid direct impacts to this species, and limits indirect 
impacts to 0.22 acres. Indirect impacts to both species would be mitigated to less than significant levels 
by implementation of the Management Plan and Fuel Modification Plan (see revised Mitigation Measures 
F-1 through F-4, Section III, Corrections and Additions). Also, see Topical Response No. 6 and Response 
to Comment No. 2-7.  Also, as a result of the efforts to protect Lyon’s pentachaeta on site, the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service recently decided not to designate the project site as critical habitat for the species 
and found that the project would not jeopardize the continued existence of the species.  See 71 Fed. Reg. 
66,374, Nov. 14, 2006 (Appendix C-19) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion (1-8-05-
F-24), May 24, 2007 (Appendix C-21).  

With respect to the project’s consistency with the North Area Plan, see Topical Response No. 3. 

With respect to the project’s consistency with the SEA Compatibility Criteria, see Section II, Description 
of the Revised Project of this Final EIR. 

The project proponent’s revised project, which was designed to address the concerns expressed by the 
Board of Supervisors, was circulated for public review and comment on May 3, 2007.  The alternative 
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suggested by the CPO is a refinement of the alternative CPO previously submitted and a melding of ideas 
from that earlier alternative and Alternatives 4 and 5 presented in the Draft EIR.  The incremental 
adjustments presented by the new alternative do not constitute significant new information that is 
substantially different from the EIR alternatives.  Rather, the alternative suggests a development of 50 
homes, which falls within the range of 44 homes (Alternative 4) and 81 homes (the previously proposed 
project) already assessed by the Draft EIR.  Furthermore, a review of the alternative reveals that the 
development footprint of the CPO alternative is substantially the same as the development footprints 
already addressed by the Draft EIR.  For example, the CPO alternative attempts to place the majority of 
homes within the footprint of previously disturbed portions of the project site; it attempts to locate homes 
on the gentler slopes of the project site; and it attempts to avoid sensitive plant species.  All of these 
objectives are approached in similar manners as they are in the revised project and the alternatives 
previously assessed in the Draft EIR.  In fact, the CPO alternative shuffles homes around within the 
project’s development footprint, but does not introduce any new elements that have not already been 
assessed.   

Finally, Ms. Erin Grenohl, who introduced herself to the Board of Supervisors as being part of Mr. 
Angel’s law firm that is representing the Center for Biological Diversity in opposing the revised project 
(see Comment BSPH-36, below), appears to have contradicted Mr. Angel’s comment that CPO’s 
alternative constitutes significant new information that is substantially different from the EIR alternatives.  
In her testimony before the Board of Supervisors, Ms., Grenohl stated that “[T]the applicant here has 
never claimed that the information of Alternative 4, which is similar to the proposal of CPO [emphasis 
added], imposes such a severe financial hardship as to render the project impractical.”  In other words, Ms 
Grenohl’s comment acknowledges that the CPO alternative does not constitute significant new 
information that is substantially different from the EIR alternatives.  Also, see Response to Comment 
BSPH-4. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-30 

For a response to the Mary Wisebrock letter, see Comment Letter No. 59. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-31 

Contrary to the comment, the issue of project traffic generation and congestion on Kanan Road has been 
dealt with in great detail in this EIR.  The Draft EIR discusses traffic-related issues of the previously 
proposed 81-lot project in Section III.L, pages III.L-1 through III.L-31.   Subsequently, a follow-up traffic 
study dated June 7, 2007 was prepared to analyze the currently proposed 61-lot project. (see Appendix 
O).   In addition, the follow-up traffic study for the currently proposed revised project includes a weekend 
traffic analysis.  Based upon the threshold criteria established by the County of Los Angeles and the City 
of Agoura Hills, this analysis concludes the project would not have a significant traffic impact during 
weekends (see Response to Comment No. 8-121).   

With respect to evacuation problems, see Response to Comment No. 16-2.  It should also be noted that 
both the LA County Fire Department and Sheriff’s Department have reviewed the proposed project and 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Oral Testimony 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page V-94 

have not indicated a concern regarding the project’s potential interference with emergency evacuation 
activities.  

Contrary to the comment, the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR and subsequent follow-up traffic studies do 
take into consideration the traffic generation from the Agoura Village Specific Plan (see Response to 
Comment No. 10-7). 

The comment is also incorrect with respect to the new traffic circle.  The City of Agoura Hill’s proposed 
traffic circle on Kanan Road will improve traffic flow and will not “pinch” traffic as the comment 
contends (see Responses to Comment Nos. 43-1 through 43-3).   

The revised project does not create unsafe traffic conditions at project entrances.  To mitigate a potential 
line-of-sight problem for southbound traffic on Cornell Road at the F Street intersection, the project 
provides roadway restriping and a left turn pocket to prevent conflicts with through traffic.  In addition, 
the provision of a stripped left-turn median also improves fire fighting vehicles’ left turns into and out of 
Fire Station No.65.  The project design also provides roadway tapers (i.e. acceleration and deceleration 
lanes) at the intersection also, (see Response to Comment No. 45-12)..  

Response to Comment No. BSPH-32 

While a trespasser installed a horse corral that impacted one patch of Lyon’s pentachaeta, the landowner 
evicted this individual and no corrals or stalls are proposed as part of the project.  Rather, the revised 61-
lot project avoids all direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and mitigates potential indirect impacts to a 
less-than-significant level with the implementation of the proposed Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-16 
(see Section III (Corrections and Additions).  Also see Section II for a detailed description of the revised 
project; Topical Response No. 6 for further information regarding Lyon’s pentachaeta). 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-33 

With respect to the project proponent’s willingness to compromise see Figure FEIR-17, Evolution of 
Project Site Plan, and accompanying discussion on page II-25 of this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-34 

The commenter’s submissions are included in this Final EIR as Comment Letters No. 52 and 53.  The 
Draft EIR addresses biological resources in Section III.F (pages III.F-1 through III.F-49).  The Draft EIR 
addresses traffic impacts in Section III.L and also in Appendix O.  The analyses, which were conducted in 
conformance with the protocols of the City of Agoura Hills and the County of Los Angeles, indicate that 
the project would not have a significant impact on either the 101 Freeway or Cornell Road.   

Lastly, the opinions of Mr. Steve Craig are acknowledged for the record; however Mr. Craig is neither a 
biologist nor a traffic engineer.    

 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch Project  Responses to Oral Testimony 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page V-95 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-35 

The analyses in the Draft EIR discuss Hydrology in Section III.D.  Based upon the Los Angeles County 
computer models for calculating the hydrologic impacts; the analyses conclude the project impact would 
be less than significant.   

With respect to traffic impacts, Level of Service (LOS) D and E do not mean that intersections are 
impassable. Rather, LOS D is defined as: congestion on critical approaches, but intersection functional.  
Vehicles required to wait through more than one cycle during short peaks.  No long-standing lines 
formed.  LOS E is defined as: severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches.  
Blockage of intersection may occur if signal does not provide for protected turning movements.   

However, with the completion of 101 Freeway/Kanan Road interchange improvements and the City of 
Agoura Hills intersection improvements planned as part of the Agoura Village Specific Plan, none of the 
study intersections will be operating at LOS D and E, and the revised project would not cause significant 
impacts at any of the study intersections. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-36 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic effects are not treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  In addition, none of the alternatives assessed in the Draft EIR were rejected for financial 
reasons.  Furthermore, the commenter acknowledges “[T]the applicant here has never claimed that the 
information of Alternative 4, which is similar to the proposal of CPO, imposes such a severe financial 
hardship as to render the project impractical.” Therefore, no further response is required.   

As discussed in Topical Response No. 7, the Zuma Ridge Trail alignment shown on the tract map is the 
original alignment shown on the Department of Parks and Recreation’s master plan of trails.  The 
Department requested that this preliminary alignment be shown on the map.  For further clarification see 
the Department’s comment letter regarding the trail alignment, which is included in this Final EIR as 
Comment Letter No. 44.   

Response to Comment No. BSPH-37 

With regard to cumulative air quality impacts, the SCAQMD neither recommends quantified analyses of 
the emissions generated by a set of cumulative development projects nor provides thresholds of 
significance to be used to assess these emissions.  Instead, the SCAQMD recommends that a project’s 
potential contribution to cumulative impacts should be assessed utilizing the same significance criteria as 
those for project specific impacts.   

As discussed on page III.C-18 of the Draft EIR, implementation of mitigation measures would reduce 
temporary PM10 emissions from soil disturbance and ROG emissions from paints and coatings to a less-
than-significant level.  However, NOx emissions from heavy equipment cannot be reduced below the 
SCAQMD threshold while long-term operational activity emissions from each pollutant category would 
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be less than the SCAQMD threshold of significance.  Therefore, using the SCAQMDs methodology 
outlined above, construction related cumulative impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed 
project may be considered significant with regards to NOx emissions.   

While temporary air quality construction emissions cannot be mitigated to less than the SCAQMD 
screening threshold for NOX, the following considerations are noted.  The SCAQMD emission thresholds 
are framed in terms of pounds per day, and accordingly they do not account for the scale of an individual 
development.  For example, a small construction project might not individually exceed the SCAQMD 
screening threshold, although its air quality cumulative impact (in combination with other similar 
construction projects) is the same or similar to a larger construction project.  Finally, the 2003 AQMP is 
based on population growth through the year 2025 developed by each of the cities and counties in the 
region and incorporated by SCAG into the regional growth projections that are the basis of the AQMP 
emissions projections.  All projects in the region contribute to regional air pollution and the emissions 
associated with these projects are modeled by the SCAQMD to determine future air quality without 
additional controls.  If pollutant concentrations are shown by the model to exceed State or federal ambient 
air standards, the SCAQMD, SCAG and CARB develop additional control strategies to offset emissions 
and reduce concentrations to below the standards.  

The Project is consistent with the population growth envisioned by the AQMP, and provides growth at 
infill locations close to jobs consistent with AQMP VMT (vehicle miles traveled) reduction strategies.  
As such, the Project would be consistent with the total population forecast in the AQMP.  Therefore, the 
impact of the Project, in conjunction with other projected growth, would not be cumulatively considerable 
with respect to regional emissions.  

Response to Comment No. BSPH-38 

The comment states an opinion about the sales potential of the proposed project, but does not state a 
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-39 

The commenter is correct that seepage pits are a major source of water quality degradation in the greater 
project site vicinity.  However, unlike many of the older homes in that area, the proposed project will be 
fully served by public sewers and all sewage will be treated by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water 
District’s Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant.  Water quality issues related to runoff are discussed in 
detail in Section III.E of the Draft EIR.  Also, see Topical Response No. 4.  

Response to Comment No. BSPH-40 

The comment states an opinion about the sales potential of the proposed project, but does not state a 
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
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Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-41 

See Response to Comment BSPH-29, above. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-42 

The revised 61-lot project map, dated May 3, 2007, was provided to the Board of Supervisors as well as 
various public agencies and members of the public on the County's list of interested parties.   

Response to Comment No. BSPH-43 

The comment states support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-44 

The comment provides some historical information regarding the project site, but does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a 
response is not required pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-45 

The comment states support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-46 

The comment states support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-47 

The comment states support for the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, a response is not required 
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pursuant to CEQA.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. BSPH-48 

See Response to Comment No. BSPH-42.  
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
III.A. Geotechnical Hazards - Grading     
A-1 All grading activities shall be in 
compliance with specific recommendations and 
requirements provided in a comprehensive 
geotechnical report prepared specifically for the 
proposed project, including provisions for 
excavation, cut and fill slopes, and the correction 
of potential geologic hazards, subject to approval 
by the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works and other responsible agencies. 

Regular plan check During project construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

A-2 Prior to the issuance of grading permits 
by the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works, the consulting geologist and/or soils 
engineer shall review and approve the detailed 
grading plans approved by the Department of 
Public Works.  This approval shall be conferred 
by signature on the plans which clearly indicate 
that the geologist and/or soils engineer have 
reviewed the plans prepared by the design 
engineer and that the plans include the 
recommendations contained in the geotechnical 
report. 

Submittal of signed plan 
by geologist and/or soils 

engineer 
 

Regular plan check 

Prior to issuance of grading 
permits 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

A-3 The project shall be constructed in 
compliance with all applicable provisions of the 
County of Los Angeles County Grading 
Ordinance, and the requirements of the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works and 
other responsible agencies. 

Regular plan check During project construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

A-4 Stability analyses of proposed graded 
slopes shall be performed as part of the 
preliminary geotechnical reports and grading plan 

Regular plan check Prior to issuance of grading 
permits 

Applicant Public Works 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
reviews. 
A-5 Grading shall be scheduled in 
accordance with the Los Angeles County Grading 
Ordinance and the requirements of the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works.  
However, the grading schedule shall be 
coordinated by the project grading contractor to 
minimize the unsupported exposure time of 
temporary backcuts created during landslide or 
buttress and stabilization fill construction as well 
as other unsuitable soil removals.  Once started, 
temporary excavations and subsequent fill 
operations should be maintained to completion 
without intervening delays imposed by avoidable 
circumstances.  Grading should be planned to 
avoid exposing at or near grade temporary 
backcut excavations through non-work periods.  
Where improvements (either on or off-site) may 
be affected by temporary instability, further 
restrictions such as slot cutting, extending work 
day and/or weekend schedules or other 
requirements considered critical to serving the 
specific circumstances shall be imposed. 

Maintain construction 
activity log demonstrating 

compliance 

During project construction Applicant Public Works 

A-6 Design and construction of conventional 
retaining walls, crib-type and/or gabion-type, 
shall be in conformance with the 
recommendations of the wall manufacturers, 
consulting geotechnical engineer, and the 
requirements of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works. 

Submittal and approval of 
retaining wall, crib-type 

and/or gabion-type, 
concept 

Prior to issuance of grading 
permits 

Applicant Public Works 

A-7 Compressible soils and weathered 
bedrock in areas to be developed shall be 
removed and recompacted, except where further 
detailed engineering studies indicate such 

Regular plan check During project construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
materials may be left in place, or where structural 
setbacks are provided to the satisfaction of the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. 
A-8 Specifications for: protection from debris 
flows and boulder roll, backfill, retaining walls, 
foundations, reinforcement and any other 
engineering aspect related to project development 
shall be subject to requirements and approval by 
the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works, and any other responsible agency. 

Regular plan check During project construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

A-9 Prior to commencement of grading, a 
qualified geotechnical engineer and engineering 
geologist shall be employed for the purpose of 
observing earthwork procedures and testing the 
fills for conformance to the recommendations of 
the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works, approved grading plans, applicable 
grading codes, and the geotechnical report(s) 
approved to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Public Works.  If, in the opinion of the 
geotechnical consultant, unsatisfactory conditions 
(e.g., questionable weather, excessive oversize 
rock, or deleterious material) result in a quality of 
work substandard to that required under 
specifications of the geotechnical reports and the 
requirements of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works, the geotechnical 
consultant shall be empowered to stop 
construction until conditions are rectified. 

Maintain construction 
activity log demonstrating 

compliance 
 

  Regular plan check 

During project construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

A-10 During construction, all grading shall be 
carefully observed, mapped and tested by the 
licensed engineering geologist and/or soils 
engineer.  All grading shall be performed under 

Maintain construction 
activity log demonstrating 

compliance 
 

During project construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
the supervision of a licensed engineering 
geologist and/or soils engineer in accordance with 
the applicable provisions of the Los Angeles 
County Grading Ordinance, and to the satisfaction 
of the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. 

Site inspection 

A-11 On-site truck staging areas shall be 
subject to approval by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works.  No staging of haul 
trucks shall be permitted on either Kanan or 
Cornell Roads without prior approval of the 
Department of Public Works.  Possible on-site 
truck staging areas include the 10.2 acres of 
previously disturbed land on the west side of 
Kanan Road. 

Maintain construction 
activity log demonstrating 

compliance 

During project construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

A-12 Barriers and warning signs shall be 
employed where appropriate to maintain traffic 
and pedestrian safety during grading operations. 

Maintain construction 
activity log demonstrating 

compliance 

During project construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

A-13 The construction of any proposed 
mitigation facilities (J-walls, catchment fills, 
impact walls, etc.) shall avoid impacts to sensitive 
species. 

Regular plan check Prior to and during construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

III.B. Geotechnical Hazards – Seismicity     
B-1 Upon application for a building permit, 
the applicant/developer shall present satisfactory 
evidence to the Los Angeles County Department 
of Public Works that each proposed residence has 
been designed by a qualified structural engineer 
for strong ground shaking.  Residential design 
shall incorporate the latest seismic engineering 
data, including revisions to the Los Angeles 
County Building Code as they are implemented. 

Regular plan check Prior to issuance of grading permit Applicant Public Works 

B-2 To reduce differential settling of fill 
material during ground shaking, the grading 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During site grading Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
contractor shall conduct grading in accordance 
with the Los Angeles County Building Code, the 
recommendations of the consulting geotechnical 
engineer, and the requirements of the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works and other 
responsible agencies. 

 
Site Inspection 

B-3 To mitigate potential cut slope instability 
due to on-site faults, stability fills shall be 
constructed as recommended by the consulting 
geotechnical engineers and in accordance with the 
Los Angeles County Grading Ordinance and the 
requirements of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works. 

Submittal and approval of 
grading plan 

Prior to issuance of grading permit Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

B-4 To mitigate the on-site liquefaction 
potential, the developer/grading contractor shall 
remove and recompact any potentially liquefiable 
sediments that could effect engineered structures 
during site grading. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During site grading Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

B-5 In order to mitigate possible liquefaction 
in the vicinity of proposed Lots 32, 33, 40, 41, 42 
and 44, where a proposed fill slope would abut 
existing Kanan Road fill, the proposed fill shall 
be keyed into bedrock, and building setbacks 
shall be imposed.  The extent of the required 
setbacks shall be determined in the field during 
the preparation of the detailed grading plans. 

Submittal and approval of 
grading plan 

 
Site Inspection 

Prior to issuance of grading permit Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

B-6 In order to mitigate possible liquefaction 
in the vicinity of proposed Lots 26-28, the fill 
below proposed retaining wall shall be founded in 
bedrock. 

Site Inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

III.C. Air Quality     

C-1 All active construction areas shall be 
watered at least twice daily. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 
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Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
Site Inspection 

C-2 All haul trucks shall be covered or shall 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-3 Water shall be applied to all unpaved 
parking or staging areas four times daily. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-4 Site access points shall be swept or 
washed of visible dirt deposition on adjacent 
public roadways. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-5 On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt or other 
dusty material shall be covered or watered twice 
daily. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-6 All grading operations on unpaved 
surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 
25 mph. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-7 Cleared areas, which are to remain 
inactive for more than 96 hours after clearing is 
completed, shall be hydroseeded or otherwise 
stabilized. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-8 As a condition of the grading contract, 
the grading contractor shall be required to provide 
90-day low-NOx tune-ups for all off-road 
equipment. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-9 As a condition of the grading contract, 
the grading contractor shall be required to limit 
idling times for trucks and heavy equipment to no 
more 5 minutes. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 
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Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
C-10 As conditions of the grading and 
construction contracts, contractors shall be 
required to provide for car pooling for 
construction workers, where feasible.  

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 
 

C-11 Lane closures shall be limited to off- 
peak travel periods. 

 
Maintain log 

demonstrating compliance 
and 

Site Inspection 

 
During construction 

 
Applicant/Construction Manger 

 
Public Works 

 
AQMD 

C-12 On-site construction vehicle staging 
areas shall be provided; no construction vehicles 
shall be permitted to park on public roadways. 

Site Inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 
C-13 To the extent practical, receipt of 
construction materials shall be scheduled during 
non-peak traffic hours. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Work 
 

AQMD s 

C-14 In order to control erosion, construction 
sites shall be sandbagged. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

and 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-15      Pre-coated building materials shall be 
used. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-16      High pressure-low volume (HPLV) paint 
applicators with a 50% efficiency shall be used. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-17      Lower volatility paint with 100 grams of 
ROG per liter or less shall be used 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 
C-18 Paint application shall be spread out over 
a longer period of time (1.3 months).1 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

                                                 
1 By extending the paint application period from 1 to 1.3 months, a total reduction of 21.47 pounds per day of ROG emissions would occur.  As such, approximately 

72.37 pounds per day of ROG emissions would occur, which is below the SCAQMD’s daily emissions threshold of 75 pounds per day for ROG emissions. 
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Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
AQMD 

C-19      No more than 100 gallons of paint per 
day shall be used. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

C-20 Grading operations shall not exceed 4 
acres of land disturbance per day. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
 

AQMD 

III.D. Hydrology     
D-1 All necessary drainage structures on 
Kanan and Cornell Roads shall be constructed by 
the project applicant/developer to the satisfaction 
of the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. 

Submittal and approval of 
drainage plan 

 
Site Inspection 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
and 

During construction 

Applicant 
 

Construction Manager 

Public Works 

D-2 A 50-foot flood hazard setback area from 
the Medea Creek capital floodplain boundary 
shall be delineated on the project’s Final Map in 
accord with the requirements of the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works.  No 
buildings shall be constructed within the 50-foot 
flood hazard setback area. 

Submittal and approval of 
building plan 

 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
 

Applicant 
 

Public Works 

D-3 The project shall construct slope 
protection along the newly graded portion of 
Kanan Road adjacent to Medea Creek to convey 
stormwater drainage through the project site and 
to protect the creek to the satisfaction of the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works. 

Submittal and approval of 
drainage plan 

 
Site Inspection 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
and 

During construction 

Applicant 
 

Construction Manager 

Public Works 

D-4 Energy dissipaters shall be installed at 
any outlet structure where the velocity may be 
erosive. 

Site Inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

D-5 The project applicant/developer shall 
provide rights of entry and physical access to all 
required temporary or permanent debris basin 
sites to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles County 

Site Inspection During construction 
and  

Project lifetime 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
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Department of Public Works. 
D-6 To assure that common drainage 
facilities, landscape materials, irrigation systems 
and the privately-maintained open space lots are 
properly and adequately maintained, the 
applicant/developer shall record with the County 
Recorder, prior to the recordation of the Final 
Map, a declaration of covenants, conditions and 
restrictions to run with the land providing the 
following:  
1) The project’s homeowners’ association shall 

cause a yearly inspection to be made by a 
registered civil engineer of all onsite slope 
areas and drainage devices.  Any necessary 
maintenance and corrective measures shall be 
undertaken by the association.  Each future 
property owner shall automatically become a 
member of the association and shall 
automatically be subject to a proportionate 
share of the cost; and 

2) Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
applicant/developer shall submit to the 
Department of Public Works a landscape 
plan for the project site which outlines how 
to properly maintain the planted areas in 
order to reduce fire hazard potential, maintain 
visual quality and prevent the establishment 
of rodent populations. 

Submittal of CC&Rs to 
County Recorder 

Prior to recordation of the Final 
Map 

Applicant Public Works 

D-7 Slopes shall be planted and efficient 
irrigation systems (acceptable to the County) that 
minimize runoff and evaporation and maximize 
the water that would reach the plant roots, such as 
drip lines, shall be installed as soon as practical 
after completion of grading.   

Site Inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
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D-8 The project applicant/developer shall 
inform all future owners of affected lots with 
drainage devices of their responsibility for the 
maintenance of the devices on their lots.  The 
future owner and all successors shall be presented 
with a copy of the drainage maintenance program 
for their lot which shall also be included in the 
CC&Rs.  Any amendment or modification that 
would defeat the obligation of said association as 
required hereinabove shall be approved in writing 
by Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. 

Formalization of drainage 
maintenance programs. 

Before sale of developed lots Applicant Public Works 

D-9 All discharge from erosion control 
structures shall be dissipated to non-erosive 
velocities. 

Site Inspection During construction  
and  

Project lifetime 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

D-10 Roof runoff shall be collected in 
appropriate systems (such as rain gutters and 
downspouts) and discharged from the building 
sites directed toward interior driveways in non-
erosive drainage devices. 

Site Inspection During construction  
and  

Project lifetime 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

D-11 Building pads shall be provided for all 
proposed structures with sufficient height above 
the curb to drain toward interior driveways on a 
slope of 2 percent from all points on the pad.  No 
building pad will drain directly toward a natural 
drainage course. 

Submittal and approval of 
building/drainage plan 

 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
 

Applicant 
 

Public Works 

III.E. Water Quality     
E-1 Wet and dry building materials with the 
potential to pollute runoff shall be stored under 
cover and/or surrounded by berms during storm 
events. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-2 Containers of paints, chemicals, 
solvents, and other hazardous materials shall be 
stored in accordance with the secondary 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch  Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Final Environmental Impact Report  PageVI-11 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
containment regulations and under cover during 
storm events. 
E-3 When materials are spilled, cleanup shall 
be immediate, automatic and routine: 
1) Spills that come into contact with permeable 

surfaces, such as soil or surface water, shall 
be contained onsite to the greatest extent 
feasible and the affected surfaces shall be 
removed to prevent additional exposure; and  

2) Liquid spills on impermeable surfaces shall 
be cleaned by "dry" methods (e.g., use of 
absorbent materials like sand or rags). 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-4 All construction equipment and vehicles 
shall be inspected for and leaks repaired 
according to a regular schedule, specified in the 
Grading Plan approved by the Department of 
Public Works: 
1) The Grading Plan shall identify specific areas 

of the construction site, well away from 
watercourses and storm drain inlets, for auto 
and equipment parking and routine vehicle 
and equipment maintenance; and 

2) Major maintenance, repair jobs and vehicle 
and equipment washing shall be conducted 
off-site, or in Grading Plan designated and 
controlled on-site areas. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-5 Concrete transit mixers shall only be 
washed out in Grading Plan designated areas 
where wash-water can be contained for proper 
disposal, or shall be washed off-site. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

 
Site Inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-6 Portable toilets shall be inspected on a 
regular basis for leaks.  The portable toilet leasing 
company shall adequately maintain, promptly 
repair, and replace units as needed. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
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E-7 All plant materials cleared from the site 
shall be used on-site as mulch for landscaped 
surfaces, or disposed of at a landfill that chips and 
composts plant material: 
1) No plant material shall be disposed of in 

watercourses or left in roadways where it can 
clog storm drain inlets; and 

2) Plant materials shall not be disposed of in 
trash compactors or mixed with non-
recyclable wastes. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-8 Chemical treatment used to remove 
existing vegetation shall be prohibited. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-9 The Grading Plan shall delineate 
clearing limits, easements, sensitive or critical 
areas, trees, drainage courses, and buffer zones to 
prevent excessive or unnecessary disturbances 
and exposure. 

Submittal and approval of 
grading plan 

 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
 

Applicant 
 

Public Works 

E-10 Grading operations shall be phased to 
reduce disturbed areas and time of exposure in 
accordance with the approved Grading Phasing 
Plan. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-11 Grading shall be limited or avoided 
during wet weather. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-12 On-site construction routes shall be 
limited and construction entrances shall be 
stabilized. 

Site inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-13 Erosion control devices, including 
temporary diversion dikes/berms, drainage 
swales, and siltation basins, shall be installed 
around all construction areas to insure that 
sediment is trapped and properly removed.  Such 
facilities shall be maintained until replanting is 
sufficiently established so that erosion is 
minimized. 

Site inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 
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E-14 Check dams shall be used in temporary 
drains and swales to reduce runoff velocities and 
promote sedimentation. 

Site inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-15 Runoff velocities on temporarily 
exposed slopes shall be reduced using such 
techniques as terracing, rip-rap, sand bags, straw 
bales, and/or temporary vegetation. 

Site inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-16 Stockpiled soil and landscaping 
materials shall be protected from erosive runoff in 
accordance with the NPDES containment 
requirements. 

Site inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-17 Drainage courses and catch basins shall 
be protected with straw bales, silt fences and/or 
temporary swales. 

Site inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-18 Erosion control devices shall be 
inspected before and immediately after 
rainstorms, and repaired if required. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-19 To prevent construction vehicles from 
tracking soil onto adjacent streets, crushed 
aggregate or other suitable material shall be 
placed on the construction roadways near the site 
exits. 

Site inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-20 Exposed slopes shall be revegetated as 
soon as work in that area has been completed.  
Where replanting is not immediately feasible, 
erosion control blankets (e.g., jute or straw 
matting) or hydroseeding with locally indigenous 
native species shall be employed to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.  
All such areas shall be completely planted with 
appropriate vegetation within one year after 
completion of construction in that area. 

Site inspection During construction Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-21 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit 
for construction of the proposed project, the 

File Notice of Intent, 
prepare SWPPP and 

Prior to issuance of grading 
permits 

Applicant Public Works 
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project applicant shall obtain coverage under the 
NPDES General Storm Water Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Construction 
Activities (Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ).  
The project applicant shall file a Notice of Intent, 
prepare a SWPPP, and submit the appropriate 
fees to the State Water Resources Control Board, 
Division of Water Quality in order to obtain 
coverage for construction activities.  Pursuant to 
the permit requirements, the project applicant 
shall minimize construction related pollutants in 
the site runoff through the implementation of Best 
Management Practices.   

submit fees to the State 
Water Resources Control 

Board 

RWQCB 
 

Regional Planning 
 

E-22 Upon construction of all permanent 
drainage improvements, the developer/grading 
contractor shall remove all temporary run-off-
detaining structures and shall blend construction 
sediment with on-site soils for use on-site.  The 
developer/grading contractor shall recycle and/or 
dispose of all remaining construction debris at an 
appropriate landfill facility, designated for receipt 
of such construction materials. 
 

Site Inspection 
 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

Upon completion of permanent 
drainage improvements 

Applicant/Construction Manger Public Works 

E-23 The project applicant/developer/builder 
shall be responsible for the maintenance of all on-
site drainage improvements until such time as a 
home owners' association is prepared to take over 
on-going maintenance responsibilities. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

Upon Completion of the Project 
until the HOA can take over this 

responsibility 

Applicant Public Works 

E-24 A weekly program of roadway and 
driveway sweeping shall be implemented by the 
project applicant/developer/builder.  As required 
by the project’s CC&Rs, this program shall 
become the on-going responsibility of the home 
owners’ association upon its establishment. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

Operation Applicant/HOA Public Works 
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E-25 The project applicant/developer/builder 
shall prepare and implement a Master Landscape 
Plan that provides planting and maintenance 
guidance for common landscaped areas and 
undeveloped building pads.  The Plan shall 
specify procedures for the proper use, handling, 
and storage of pesticides, herbicides, rodenticides, 
and insecticides to prevent the mixing of such 
materials with storm waters.  The project 
applicant/developer/builder or the home owners’ 
association shall provide the above information to 
each new home purchaser. 

Submittal and approval of 
Master Landscape Plan 

Operation Applicant/HOA Public Works 
 

Regional Planning 
 

E-26 The project applicant/developer/builder 
shall construct two separate storm water 
conveyance systems: one system shall collect all 
stormwater runoff from the 48.6 acres of 
development on-site and one system will collect 
stormwater runoff from the naturally vegetated 
areas surrounding property. Both stormwater 
systems will drain into Medea Creek.  The storm 
drain system for the developed portion of the 
project site shall contain permanent BMPs 
designed according to Los Angeles County 
SUSMP requirements.  These BMPs will include, 
at a minimum, three storm drain clarifiers and one 
filtration inlet, which will capture and treat the 
“first flush” stormwater runoff from the entire 
developed project site.  The storm drain system 
for the naturally vegetated areas will include a 
desilting basin to capture debris and silt from 
stormwater runoff prior to entering Medea Creek.  
All project water quality BMPs will be 
maintained by the home owners’ association.   

Site inspection During Construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/HOA Public Works 

III.F. Biological Resources     
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F-1 In order to reduce impacts to Lyon’s 
pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya, the following will be undertaken: 
• The project will preserve 287.77 acres of 

habitat as conservation open space.  A 
conservation easement shall be placed over 
this open space prior to granting of the final 
grading permit; 

• This conservation open space shall be subject 
to a Habitat Management Plan (Plan) in 
perpetuity (see F-3).  The goal of that Plan 
shall be to preserve and expand the retained 
onsite populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta and 
Santa Monica Mountains dudleya.  This Plan 
may include such measures as planting new 
areas with these species and the manual 
methods using hand or power tools to prune, 
thin, and remove vegetation that could out-
compete these species.  The Plan shall 
provide for annual reporting and shall be 
updated to the extent necessary to the 
satisfaction of DRP.  The Plan shall include 
the fuel modification plan, master landscape 
plan, and oak tree plan described below (see 
F-2, F-3, and F-10).  The Plan initially shall 
include a description of all activities to be 
undertaken, including monitoring and 
reporting efforts for management and 
conservation of the open space in perpetuity.  
At the end of the five year period, the Plan 
shall be updated to the extent necessary to the 
satisfaction of DRP.  The Plan shall be 
consistent with the USFWS Recovery Plan 
for the species and Fish and Game Code.  

Site inspection and 
submittal and approval of 

Management Plan 

Prior to issuance of  grading permit 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/HOA Regional Planning 
Fish & Game 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
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The Plan shall be submitted for review to and 
approval by the County, California 
Department of Fish and Game, and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service prior to the 
issuance of the grading permit; 

• Applicant shall provide a non-wasting 
endowment to fund the management of the 
conservation open space in perpetuity as 
required by the Management Plan no later 
than 90 days from the signing of the 
agreement to deed the dedicated open space 
to the appropriate public entity.  The amount 
of the financial assurance shall be determined 
on the basis of anticipated minimum 
operational cost, PARS analysis or other 
reliable estimation method and include costs 
for inflation, reasonable foreseeable 
additional actions that may be needed and 
third party oversight.  The amount of the non-
wasting endowment shall be subject to 
approval by the DRP and the future owner of 
the dedicated open space. ; and, 

• The project applicant shall transfer ownership 
and/or management responsibilities for the 
conservation open space to a public entity 
acceptable to DRP.  That entity shall be 
knowledgeable in the management of urban 
open spaces and sensitive species that are to 
be maintained for conservation purposes.  
The natural/ undisturbed open space of 
265.87 acres shall be dedicated to public 
agency. 

F-2 The project applicant shall develop and 
implement a Fuel Modification Plan approved by 

Submittal and approval of 
Fuel Modification 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
and 

Applicant/HOA Regional Planning 
LACFD 
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LACFD that incorporates the following measures: 
• Development of fuel modification zones for 

all hazard areas; 
• Preservation and avoidance of all Lyon’s 

pentachaeta populations.  Measures must 
incorporate, at a minimum, both permanent 
staking of known populations and timing the 
removal of any plant material during the 
plant dormancy period (i.e., after seed set and 
prior to germination); 

• Preservation and avoidance of all Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya plants.  Thinning 
of adjacent associated plants would be 
allowed.  No mowing in the immediate 
vicinity of the dudleya would be permitted;  

• Preservation/retention of native plants with 
low fuel volume or low potential to burn due 
to high moisture content; 

• Selective thinning and organic debris 
removal within the riparian zone to maintain 
existing habitat values; 

• If any plantings are necessary within the fuel 
modification zone, plants selected must be on 
the SEATAC and Los Angeles County Fire 
Department (LACFD)-approved non-
invasive native plants.  No exotic or non-
native plants shall be used.  Cal-IPC-listed 
invasive plants shall not be planted within the 
fuel modification zone and if present, shall be 
removed using methods described in the 
Habitat Management Plan (F-1). 

• All fuel modification activities shall be 
conducted by specially trained crews 
supervised by a qualified project biologist;.  

Plan/Master Landscape 
Plan 

Operation 
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• The Fuel Modification Plan shall be included 

in the Habitat Management Plan which 
includes measures to manage invasion of 
non-native plant species.  The Fuel 
Modification Zones shall be surveyed and 
treated to prevent reproduction of Cal-IPC 
listed species or other non-native invasive 
species. 

• Any removal of or impact to individual 
Lyon’s pentachaeta or Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya plants shall require 
replacement plantings.  Mitigation for Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya shall be at a 50:1 
replacement ratio.  A minimum of 50 seeds 
will be collected, germinated and replanted 
from each of the impacted individuals. 

• Listing of fire abatement measures, including 
removal of deadwood, irrigation, and/or 
mowing and maintenance of oak trees shall 
be identified for each hazard area.  Any area 
in which oak understories or deadwood 
removal take place shall be mitigated for as 
part of the oak woodland revegetation plan. 

• The final Fuel Modification Plan shall be 
submitted to LACFD, SEATAC, the DRP 
Biologist, California Department of Fish and 
Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 
their review and approval prior to issuance of 
the grading permit.   

• The Fuel Modification Plan shall also be 
consistent with the Management Plan 
described in F-1, above; the Master 
Landscape Plan described in F-3, below and 
the Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland 
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Revegetation Plan, described in F-10, below. 

 
F-3  The project applicant shall develop, 
implement, and maintain a Master Landscape 
Plan.  The Master Landscape Plan shall prevent 
the introduction of exotic plants and irrigation 
flows into undeveloped open space areas. The 
Master Landscape Plan shall be compatible with 
the Fuel Modification Plan (F-2) and shall address 
the design, implementation, and maintenance of 
all landscaping, common areas, undeveloped 
building pads pending sale, and private grounds 
subsequent to sale. The Master Landscape Plan 
shall include a plant palette of acceptable 
ornamental and native species to be used.  The 
Master Landscape Plan shall become part of the 
Habitat Management Plan (F-1).   In addition, the 
Master Landscape Plan shall provide the 
following:   
• Planting requirements on privately held 

parcels and common areas also shall be 
recorded within the CC&Rs of the 
homeowners’ association and each 
homeowner.  A qualified biologist shall 
examine the dedicated open space and 
common areas on an annual basis, starting 
with the installation of the first landscaping 
and lasting five years after complete build 
out, to determine if invasive ornamentals 
have been planted and/or escaped to adjacent 
natural areas.  If so, the CC&Rs shall provide 
that the biologist can have those plants 
removed from such dedicated open space and 
common areas and recommend alternative 

Submittal and approval of 
Master Landscape Plan 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/HOA Regional Planning 
 

LACFD 
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plants and methods of control. 

 
• Cal-IPC-listed plants shall not be planted 

within the project boundaries or the fuel 
modification zones. 

• The Master Landscape Plan and CC&Rs 
shall be submitted to SEATAC, the DRP 
Biologist, California Department of Fish and 
Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 
review and approval prior to issuance of the 
grading permit.   

 
F-4 The project applicant shall dedicate a 
minimum of 287.77 acres of conservation open 
space for management in perpetuity.  Of this total, 
at least 265.87 acres will remain natural and 
undisturbed by fuel modification activities.  This 
conservation open space area shall be subject to 
the following restrictions: 
• No off-road vehicle (ORV) use, including 

ATVs, SUVs or bicycles; 
• No hunting; 
• No weapons, including firearms, air guns, BB 

guns, slingshots, paintball guns, crossbows, 
bows, or any other device that shoots a 
projectile used to hunt or maim animals or 
people; 

• No camping, fires, or trailer parking; and  
• No ancillary structures such as corrals, sheds, 

gazebos, decks, pools, or tree houses. 
• No roads, grading, mineral extraction, 

grazing, vineyards, agricultural operations, 
planting of non-native vegetation (other than 
that permitted by the master landscape plan), 

Site inspection and 
submittal and approval of 

Master Landscape 
Plan/Fuel Modification 

Plan 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/HOA Regional Planning 
 

LACFD 
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fencing (other than used for habitat 
restoration) and lighting. 

• All open space lands shall be managed to be 
compatible with the conservation open space. 

F-5 The project applicant may employ 
chain link fencing or other wildlife-excluding 
fencing only around the immediate vicinity of 
residences and associated yards. Fencing passable 
by wildlife may be employed in common areas 
and no fencing may be allowed outside 
designated lots. 

Site Inspection Operation Applicant/HOA Regional Planning 

F-6 In order to minimize impacts on 
sensitive plant and wildlife species, the project 
applicant and future homeowners (as provided in 
the CC&Rs) shall: 
• Prohibit introduction of chemical herbicides, 

pesticides, rodenticides and fertilizers into 
natural areas (i.e. conservation open space) 
during project construction or operations; 

• Restrict chemical herbicide, pesticide, 
rodenticide and fertilizer use to developed 
lots and avoid use within 200 feet of stream 
courses or drainages; 

• Restrict chemical herbicide, fertilizer, 
rodenticide and pesticide use within 50 feet 
of the property boundary;  

• Prohibit use of poison to control rodents in 
common areas and open space; and 

• Inform homeowners of their responsibilities 
with regard to proper herbicide, pesticide, 
rodenticide and fertilizer use prior to 
purchase of property. 

Maintain log 
demonstrating compliance 

Operation Applicant/HOA Regional Planning 

F-7 In order to reduce impacts on sensitive 
and other wildlife species, the project applicant 

Submittal and approval of 
lighting plan, which may 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
and 

Applicant Regional Planning 
Public Works 
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shall develop a lighting program that addresses 
the following: 
• All outdoor lighting shall be shielded and 

directed away from adjacent open space 
areas; 

• Any street lighting shall be low-intrusion or 
have no impact on wildlife, such as sodium-
type fixtures; 

• Excessive outdoor lighting shall be avoided; 
outdoor lighting shall represent the minimum 
required to conform to applicable ordinances; 
and 

• The CC&Rs shall prevent the installation of 
any outdoor lighting that extends light or 
glare outside of the property boundaries.  All 
installation of outdoor light shall be subject 
to review and approval of the HOA. 

be prepared in 
conjunction with the 

landscape plan 

Operation 

F-8 The project applicant shall comply with 
all state and federal agency laws and regulations.  
This shall include, but not be limited to, securing 
a Streambed Alteration Agreement, Section 404 
Permit, and Section 401 Certification.  The permit 
processes for these approvals shall include the 
preparation of a conceptual mitigation plan and 
analysis of alternatives.  Opportunities for onsite 
habitat restoration and enhancement shall be 
evaluated prior to the investigation of off-site 
opportunities. Mitigation ratios for impacted 
riparian habitat areas shall be no less than 1:1 for 
onsite mitigation and no less than 2:1 for offsite 
mitigation.  The project applicant shall provide 
the County of copies of all required state and 
federal permits prior to grubbing and issuance of 
a grading permit. The project applicant shall 

Application for 
appropriate permits and 

submittal of copies to the 
County 

Prior to issuance of grading permit  Applicant Regional Planning 
Public Works 

Fish and Game 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Army Corps of Engineering 
RWQCB 
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comply with all conditions of the issued 
approvals. 
F-9 The biological monitor shall be  on 
site during all grubbing and grading activities and 
shall be particularly sensitive to potential impacts 
to San Diego dusky footed woodrat (DFW), 
southwestern pond turtle (SPT), San Diego 
horned lizard, and the coastal western whiptail. A 
salvage plan shall be prepared for the above listed 
species. The methods chosen for capturing 
animals shall be based on an evaluation of those 
most protective of the animal and trapping 
efficiencies as determined by the County 
Biologist.  The salvage plan shall be reviewed and 
approved by the County Biologist prior to the 
issuance of a final grading permit.  The salvage 
plan shall include the following measures: 
1) The project applicant shall translocate 

impacted individuals of these species to new 
locations with suitable habitat onsite within 
the conservation open space or other 
appropriate areas.  The translocation program 
shall be reviewed and approved by the 
County Biologist. 

2) For DFW, areas to be disturbed that provide 
suitable potential habitat for this species shall 
be inspected for nests of DFW one week 
prior to disturbance.  No more than two days 
prior to site disturbances, potential suitable 
habitat areas shall be live-trapped.  The 
relocation of trapped individuals shall include 
the relocation of nesting materials. 

3) The salvage plan shall include methods 
to ensure mobile species can escape and 

Preparation and approval 
of a salvage plan 

 
Site Inspection 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
and during construction 

Applicant Regional Planning 
 

Public Works 
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safely reach the habitat conservation 
open space areas and other limited 
mobile species are removed, as required. 

4) Meaningful salvage of wildlife species of 
low mobility including San Diego coast 
horned lizard and western whiptail shall 
be achieved by the use of drift fencing 
and pit-fall traps employed at the 
appropriate time of the year/day when 
surface temperatures are conducive to 
reptile activity/ movement. 

F-10 In addition to complying with the Oak 
Tree Ordinance, the project applicant/developer 
shall develop, implement and maintain a 
Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland 
Revegetation Plan to be reviewed and approved 
by the DRP Biologist prior to the issuance of 
grading permits.  All tree plantings shall be 
subject to a five-year monitoring effort by an 
independent certified arborist.  This monitoring 
effort shall consider growth, health, and condition 
of the subject trees in order to evaluate the 
project’s success.  This plan shall also be 
consistent with the management plan developed 
for the conservation open space in F-2.  The 
project developer/homeowners’ association shall 
implement the recommended remedial actions 
should any of the tree plantings exhibit poor or 
declining health as determined by the DRP 
biologist..   

Preparation, submittal and 
approval of 

Comprehensive Mixed 
Oak Woodland 

Revegetation Plan 

Prior to issuance of grading permit Applicant Regional Planning 
 

Public Works 
 

Fire Department 

F-11 All sensitive habitats outside the 
proposed grading limits shall be avoided during 
and following the proposed construction 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

 

Prior to and during construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
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activities.  A biological monitor familiar with the 
location of the sensitive habitat areas and plant 
and wildlife species shall be part of the 
construction team.  Prior to commencement of 
any construction-related activity, the biological 
monitor will flag the sensitive areas and/or the 
construction limits with bright orange plastic 
fencing, stakes, flags, or other suitable markers 
that are easily discernible by construction 
equipment operators.  No machinery, equipment, 
materials, construction debris, and such as well as 
personnel shall enter the protected areas unless 
specifically authorized by the biological monitor. 

Site inspection 

F-12 The biological monitor will be 
present at all preconstruction and pregrading 
meetings.  The biological monitor shall present an 
educational program at these meetings regarding 
the sensitive species and habitats to be protected.  
All construction workers shall receive this 
education program. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

Prior to and during construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
Public Works 

F-13 The biological monitor shall be 
present at the site during clearing of any 
vegetation and during the rough or initial grading 
of the site.  The biological monitor will have the 
authority to stop work temporarily in order to 
protect the flagged sensitive habitats.  Any 
disturbance into sensitive habitat areas shall be 
reported within 24 hours to appropriate 
authorities.  Following clearing and rough or 
initial grading activities, the biological monitor 
shall periodically check the site for continued 
compliance with protection of the sensitive 
species/habitat areas.   

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

 
Site inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
Public Works 

F-14 The biological monitor shall record notes Maintain log to During construction and within 30 Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
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during the monitoring of vegetation clearing and 
during the rough or initial grading of the project 
site.  These notes shall document the dates of 
clearing and location and limits of 
clearing/grading activities undertaken.  
Monitoring notes shall be summarized into a 
letter report that shall be submitted to the 
appropriate authorities within 30 days of project 
completion.   

demonstrate compliance 
 

Site inspection 
 

Submittal of report 

days of project completion Public Works 

F-15 A home owners awareness brochure will 
be distributed at the time of sales that will provide 
educational information on the presence of 
sensitive species in the conservation open space 
areas; the benefits of maintaining habitat values 
of the open space areas; the problems associated 
with invasive plants, improper use of herbicides, 
pesticides, rodenticides and fertilizers and other 
potential actions that could indirectly impact the 
conservation open space area and the rules 
associated with management of the conservation 
open space. This information shall also contain 
information regarding native plants and planting 
techniques and a list of prohibited plant species 
within the lots.  This brochure will be provided to 
each home buyer.  

Preparation and 
distribution of 

homeowner’s awareness 
brochure 

Operation Applicant/HOA Regional Planning 

F-16 If the required fuel modification zones 
cross over the northern portion of the site, into the 
jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills, then 
coordination with the City shall be required.  No 
grading for project construction shall occur on 
land in the City of Agoura Hills without prior 
approval by the City.   

Submittal and approval of 
grading plans  

 
Maintain log to 

demonstrate compliance 

Prior to and during construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 

III.G. Cultural Resources - Archaeology     
G-1 All excavation and grading shall be Maintain log to During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
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monitored by an archaeological monitoring team, 
consisting of one archaeologist and one Chumash 
archaeological consultant, if available.   

demonstrate compliance 

G-2 In the event that subsurface 
archaeological remains are uncovered, 
construction in the area of the find shall be 
temporarily halted until the deposit has been 
adequately evaluated.  If recognizable features are 
encountered they shall be subjected to rapid but 
professional excavation.  Arrangements shall be 
made to curate all appropriate artifacts at the 
National Park Service’s curatorial facility in the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation 
Area, or another Smithsonian Institution approved 
curatorial facility. After the find has been 
evaluated, and appropriate mitigation measures 
implemented to the satisfaction of DRP, 
construction may resume.    

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

 
Site inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 

G-3 If human remains are encountered, the 
Coroner shall be contacted immediately, and 
proper legal procedures shall be followed to 
determine the disposition of the remains. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

 
Site inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 

G-4 CA-LAN-2078 shall be preserved in an 
open space lot.  No development shall be 
permitted in the described area of CA-LAN-2078.   

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

 
Site inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 

G-5 An archaeologist shall be retained to 
stake the boundaries of CA-LAN-2078, and to 
monitor any grading that might occur adjacent to 
it. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

 
Site inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 

G-6 Should development plans change and 
preservation of CA-LAN-2078 is determined not 
to be feasible, a Phase III data recovery (salvage 
excavations) shall be conducted for this site. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

 
Site inspection 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
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Conduct Phase III 
Data Recovery, if 

necessary 
III.H. Noise     
H-1 Grading and construction contractors 
shall comply with the Los Angeles County Noise 
Ordinance Section 12.08.440, which limits 
allowable hours of construction activities and 
prohibits the creation of any excessively loud, 
unnecessary or unusual equipment noise.   

Compliance with noise 
control ordinance 

During construction Applicant Health Services 
 

H-2 Where grading for elevated building 
pads would be conducted within 300 feet of an 
existing residence, temporary noise barriers shall 
be erected.   

Erection of temporary 
barriers 

Prior to grading elevated pads 
within 300 feet of existing 

residences 

Applicant/Construction Manager Health Services 
 

H-3 Drilling for the placement of explosives 
for rock fracture blasting within 500 feet of any 
residence backyard, patio, etc., under a clear 
line-of-sight, shall require construction of a 
temporary 10-foot high earthen berm or a 12-foot 
high framework with suspended sound blankets 
(rated at STC=25 or higher) that interrupts such a 
line-of-sight. 

Erection of temporary 
barriers 

 
Site inspection 

Prior to drilling for placement of 
explosives 

Applicant/Construction Manager Health Services 
 

H-4 If on-site crushing is conducted, a noise-
control plan shall be submitted and approved by 
the Los Angeles County Department of Health 
Services staff outlining crusher placement, noise 
protection and any periodic equipment relocation 
to stay within the less stringent “mobile source” 
noise limits. 

Submittal and approval of 
noise control plan 

Prior to commencement of on-site 
crushing activities 

Applicant/Construction Manager Health Services 
 

H-5 For proposed residences located along 
Kanan Road where exterior noise levels exceed 
65 dB CNEL, sound barriers shall be provided as 
follows:  

Submittal and approval of 
building plans 

 
Site inspection 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Health Services 
Public Works 
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- A 5-foot high rear and side yard noise wall 
shall be provided for any patio space at 
Lots 29-32, 39-41, and 52-53.   
- A 6-foot high barrier for rear and side 
yards shall be provided at Lots 43 and 54.   
Sound barriers shall be concrete masonry block, 
transparent plastic or glass, or some combination 
thereof with a combined area density of 
3.5 pounds per square foot. 
H-6 The following interior noise mitigation 
measures shall be provided for all residence 
facades within 310 feet of the Kanan Road 
centerline under line-of-sight conditions: 
- Upstairs facades shall have dual-paned 
windows in all livable space with a minimum 
sound rating of STC=26 or higher. 
- All homes shall be provided with central 
air conditioning systems. 

Submittal and approval of 
building plans 

 
Site inspection 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Health Services 
Public Works 

 

H-7 Residents located closer than 255 feet to 
the blast center shall be notified as to time and 
place of blasting, and blasting shall not occur 
within 70 feet of any occupied residence to avoid 
any possible ‘very unpleasant’ reactions.  All 
notices shall be given to residents at least 48 
hours prior to blasting. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

Prior to construction Applicant/Construction Manager Health Services 
 
 

III.I. Visual Qualities     
I-1 The project applicant/developer/builder 
shall prepare and implement a Landscape Plan 
that provides planting and maintenance guidance 
for common landscaped areas, slopes, and 
undeveloped building pads.  The project 
applicant/developer/builder shall be responsible 
for the Plan's implementation until such time as a 
homeowners’ association is prepared to take over 

Submittal, approval and 
implementation of 

Landscape plan 
 

Site inspection 

Prior to issuance of permit 
and 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
LACFD 

Public Works 
SEATAC 
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landscape maintenance responsibilities.  The 
Landscape Plan shall be subject to the review and 
approval by the Los Angeles County Departments 
of Public Works and Regional Planning, as well 
as SEATAC, prior to issuance of the grading 
permit.  To ensure its implementation, the 
Landscape Plan shall be incorporated into the 
project's Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions 
(CC&Rs).  Major features of the landscape plan 
shall include: 
1) A listing of plant species appropriate for use 

for both temporary slope stabilization 
purposes and long-term landscaping designs 
for common slope and private yard areas.  
The plan shall emphasize the use of drought-
tolerant, fire retardant, native plant species.  
Only non-invasive non-native plant species 
shall be included in the listing of acceptable 
planting materials.  In addition, wherever 
practical, plants which are relatively pest 
resistant and which require a minimum of 
added nutrients shall be utilized in 
landscaping; 

 
2) Requirements that all proposed private 

residential landscape plans conform to the 
project’s landscape plan requirements for 
plant material selection, irrigation systems, 
and the use of pesticides, herbicides, 
rodenticides and fertilizers; 

3) Retention of a landscape contractor 
thoroughly familiar with the provisions of the 
Landscape Plan, by the project’s 
homeowners’ association, for ongoing 
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implementation of the Landscape Plan; and 

4) Preservation and protection of existing trees 
and shrubs, wherever possible. Procedures 
for the care and maintenance of native trees 
retained on private properties shall be 
specified. 

I-2 All public utilities shall be situated 
underground. 

Submittal, approval and 
implementation of 
Landscape plans 

Prior to and during construction Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 

I-3 Where feasible, drainage devices (terrace 
drains, benches and intervening terraces) visible 
from surrounding areas shall be bermed, 
constructed of natural or natural-appearing 
materials, such as riprap, and placed in swales. 

Site inspection During construction/Operation Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
Public Works 

I-4 Concrete drains and all other drainage 
devices shall be tinted with an appropriate earth 
tone to effectively conceal them from surrounding 
views. 

Site inspection During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
Public Works 

III.J. Light and Glare     
J-1 The project applicant shall implement 
the proposed Lighting Mitigation Plan as 
presented in Figure III.J-3, installed to the 
satisfaction of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works and the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department. 

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
LACFD 

Regional Planning 

J-2 Project street lighting shall be the lowest 
intensity necessary for security and safety 
purposes, while still adhering to the 
recommended levels of the Illuminating 
Engineering Society of North America. 

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
Regional Planning 

J-3 Street light source color temperature 
shall be warm and identifiable with incandescent 
(i.e., 2500 to 3200 degrees Kelvin, incandescent = 
2700 degrees Kelvin). 

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
Regional Planning 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch  Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Final Environmental Impact Report  PageVI-33 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
J-4 In order to minimize illumination wash 
onto adjacent areas, street lighting shall utilize 
non-glare fixtures directed downward onto the 
project site. 

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
Regional Planning 

J-5 Street lights shall be oriented to 
minimize off-site impacts (i.e., the maximum 
candlepower shall be aimed away from the off-
site viewer and the physical unit shall be located 
on the shielded side of visual barriers, such as 
shrubs and walls). 

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
Regional Planning 

J-6 Exterior buildings finishes shall be non-
reflective and use natural subdued tones. 

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
LACFD 

J-7 All roofs visible from the Kanan and 
Cornell Roads shall be surfaced with non-
reflective materials.   

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
Public Works 

J-8 Atmospheric light pollution shall be 
minimized by utilizing street lighting fixtures that 
cut-off light directed to the sky.  

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
Regional Planning 

 
J-9 Project CC&Rs shall include the 
following restrictions on outdoor lighting for 
private residences: 
1) The use of exterior uplighting fixtures for 

building facades and trees shall be prohibited. 
2) Design limits on the amount of landscape 

lighting per square foot of yard area shall be 
established.   

3) Only downlighting for exterior-building 
mounted fixtures shall be permitted.   

4) Use of "glowing" fixtures that would be 
visible from existing communities or public 
roads shall be prohibited.  A glowing fixture 
is a lantern style fixture, or any fixture that 
allows light through its vertical components 

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

Operation Applicant/HOA Public Works 
Regional Planning 

 



Los Angeles County Project No. 97-178 
SCH 1998111091  July 2007 

 
 

 

Triangle Ranch  Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Final Environmental Impact Report  PageVI-34 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
5) Use of motion detectors shall be required. 
6) Tennis court lighting shall be shielded from 

off-site locations with landscaping and 
windscreens; tennis court lighting fixtures 
shall have distribution types and cut-off 
characteristics that limit spill light that can be 
seen from off-site; and  

7) Gate and driveway illumination shall be 
shielded from off-site locations and directed 
into the property. 

J-10 The adverse effects of night-lighting 
(street, residential, outdoor security etc.) on 
natural open space shall be mitigated by provision 
of one or more of the following:  
1) low-intensity street lamps only near the edge 

of development; 
2) low-elevation lighting poles; and  
3) shielding by internal silvering of the globe or 

external opaque reflectors.   

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/HOA Public Works 
 

J-11 Proposed light spacing for decorative 
lights shall meet the minimum required 
illumination levels for a residential roadway 
which is based on 0.4 footcandles. 

Implementation of 
Lighting Mitigation Plan 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/HOA Public Works 
 

J-12 A street lighting layout plan for the 
proposed decorative lights shall be submitted to 
the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works Street Lighting Section for review and 
approval. 

Submittal and approval of 
street lighting layout plan 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
 

III.K. Land Use Compatibility     
K-1 In order to ensure that aesthetic impacts 
from manufactured slopes remain less than 
significant, all manufactured slopes 10 feet tall or 
greater, shall simulate the appearance of the 
surrounding natural terrain and shall be screened 

Submittal and approval of 
final grading and 

landscaping plans. 
Site inspection 

Prior to issuance of grading permit 
and during construction 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
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with landscaping. 
III.L. Traffic and Access     
L-1 Adequate line of sight distances, to the 
satisfaction of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works, shall be provided 
for all ingress and egress points to the site.  

Submittal and approval of 
final grading, 

landscaping, and street 
improvement plans 

Prior to issuance of grading permit Applicant Public Works 

L-2 A turn-a-round radius in front of the 
gated portion of the site on the easterly side of 
Cornell Road shall be provided to accommodate a 
three-axle truck (e.g., moving van). 

Submittal and approval of 
final grading, 

landscaping, and street 
improvement plans 

Prior to issuance of grading permit Applicant Public Works 

L-3 The project applicant shall contribute a 
traffic impact at the prevailing rate in effect at 
time of issuance of grading permit, to the City of 
Agoura Hills for necessary improvements to 
mitigate the revised project’s cumulative impacts 
at the intersections of Kanan Road at Canwood 
Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Road . 

Payment of traffic impact 
fee 

Prior to issuance of grading permit Applicant City of Agoura Hills 

III.M.1. Public Services - Fire     
M.1-1 Access shall comply with Title 21 
(County of Los Angeles Subdivision Code) and 
Section 902 of the Fire Code, which requires all 
weather access.  All weather access may require 
paving. 

Site inspection During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
LACFD 

Regional Planning 

M.1-2 A fuel modification plan, landscape plan, 
and an irrigation plan shall be submitted to the 
Fire Department and approved prior to final map 
clearance. 

Submittal and approval of 
fuel modification, 

landscape and irrigation 
plans 

Prior to final map clearance Applicant Public Works 
Regional Planning 

LACFD 

M.1-3 Prior to occupancy, the project 
applicant/developer shall provide Fire Department 
approved street signs and access numbers. 

Provide LACFD approved 
streets signs and numbers 

Prior to occupancy Applicant LACFD 

M.1-4 Project shall comply with all applicable 
code and ordinance requirements for construction, 
access, water mains, fire flows, fire hydrants, 

Regular plan check During construction and 
occupancy 

Applicant/Construction Manager Regional Planning 
LACFD 
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brush clearance, and fuel modification. 
M.1-5 Fire sprinkler systems shall be installed 
in all residential structures. 

Submittal and approval of 
building plans 

Prior to occupancy Applicant/Construction Manager LACFD 

M.1-6 The project shall provide water system 
improvements as required by the Preliminary 
Water System Design Report prepared by the Las 
Virgenes Municipal Water District. 
 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager LVMWD 

M.1-7 The project applicant/developer shall pay 
a Developer Fee on Construction (at the rate 
prevailing at the time of building permit issuance) 
for future capital improvements for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department. 

Payment of developer 
fees 

Prior to issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant/Construction Manager LACFD 

III.M.2. Public Services – Sheriff     
M.2-1 The Sheriff's Department shall be given 
access codes and/or keys to lock boxes to gated 
portions of the project site. 

Provide LACSD approved 
access codes and/or keys 

Prior to occupancy Applicant LACSD 

M.2-2 Signs shall be posted on the project site 
allowing for the enforcement of the California 
Vehicle Code on the project’s interior streets. 

Post signage allowing 
enforcement of the 

California Vehicle Code 

Prior to occupancy Applicant LACSD 

M.2-3 The applicant/project developer shall 
consult with the Sheriff’s Department’s for 
security design assistance. 

Submittal and approval of 
building and landscape 

plans 

Prior to issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant/Construction Manager LACSD 

M.2-4 Upon completion of the project, the 
project applicant/developer/builder shall provide 
the Malibu/Lost Hills Station commanding officer 
with a diagram of the project.  The diagram shall 
include access routes, addresses, and any other 
information that might facilitate the Sheriff’s 
response. 

Provide LACSD diagram 
and access information 

Upon completion of the project 
and prior to occupancy 

Applicant LACSD 

III.M.3. Public Services - Schools     
No mitigation measures required.     
III.M.4. Public Services – Libraries     
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
No mitigation measures required.     
III.M.5. Public Services – Parks and 
Recreation 

    

No mitigation measures required. 
 

    

III.N.1. Public Utilities – Water     
N.1-1 Installation of Point-of-use water 
heaters, recirculating hot water systems and hot 
water pipe insulation.  Use of these systems 
reduces the waiting time for hot water, thereby 
minimizing water waste.  These practices also 
save energy needed to heat the water. 

Regular Plan check During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

N.1-2 Installation of low-flush toilets and low-
flow showerheads and faucets. 

Regular Plan check During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

N.1-3 The following water conservation 
measures for ongoing residential uses are 
recommended for inclusion in the project’s 
CC&Rs: 
1) Use of swimming pool/spa covers for all such 

facilities; 
2) Use of recirculating water systems for all 

decorative water features; 
3) Use of xeriscape landscaping; and  
4)    Use of rain switches which turn-off 

automatic sprinkler systems when soil 
moisture sensors indicate there is adequate 
soil moisture. 

Regular Plan check 
Submittal of CC&Rs to 
demonstrate compliance 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction 
Manager/HOA 

Public Works 

N.1-4 If available, reclaimed water should be 
used during the site preparation phase to reduce 
fugitive dust emissions. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

N.1-5 Water pressure greater than 50 psi 
should be reduced to 50 psi or less by means of a 
pressure-reducing valve. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
LACFD 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
PROJECT NO. 97-178 VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 52419 

Mitigation Action Required When Monitoring to Occur Responsible Agency or Party Monitoring Agency or Party 
III.N.2. Public Utilities - Sewerage     
No mitigation measures required.     
III.N.3. Public Utilities – Solid Waste     
N.3-1 The construction contractor will 
contract for waste disposal services with a 
company that recycles construction-related 
wastes. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

During construction 
and 

Operation 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

N.3-2 To facilitate the on-site separation and 
recycling of construction-related wastes, the 
construction contractor will provide temporary 
waste separation bins in front of each home during 
construction. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

N.3-3 The applicant/developer shall make 
information published by the County regarding 
the curbside recycling program, as well as on-site 
composting methods for yard waste, available to 
purchasers of dwelling units at the time of sale. 

Preparation and 
distribution of 

informational material 

At time of sale of every homes Applicant/HOA Public Works 

III.P.1. Energy Conservation - Electricity     
P.1-1 In the event of full or partial road 
closures, the project developer shall employ 
flagmen during the construction of the electrical 
distribution system to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 

P.1-2 During the design process, the project 
developer shall consult with SCE regarding 
possible energy efficiency measures. 

Consult with SCE Prior to issuance of grading 
permits 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
Regional Planning 

III.P.2. Energy Conservation – Natural Gas     
P.2-1 Prior to the start of construction, the 
proposed project’s energy engineer shall consult 
with SCG for an energy analysis regarding 
efficiency and conservation measures. 

Consult with SCG Prior to issuance of grading 
permits 

Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
Regional Planning 

P.2-2 The project developer shall hire flagmen 
to facilitate traffic flow during installation of the 
natural gas main extensions. 

Maintain log to 
demonstrate compliance 

During construction Applicant/Construction Manager Public Works 
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Appendix C-14 

Thomas Leslie Corporation, 
Results of a 2006 Focused Lyon’s Pentachaeta Survey 

Performed on tentative Tract Map No. 52419 
July 20, 2006 



 Thomas Leslie Corporation 
Biological and Cultural Investigations & Monitoring 

P.O. Box 2229 Temecula, CA 92593-2229   Office (951) 296-6232  Fax (951) 296-6233 

Mr. John Condas July 20, 2006 
Nossaman, Guthner, Knox, Elliott (NGKE) 
18101 Von Karman, Suite 1800 
Irvine, California 92612 

Subject: Results of a 2006 Focused Lyon’s Pentachaeta Survey Performed on Tentative Tract 
Map No. 52419 (TTM 52419) 

Dear Mr. Condas: 
As requested, on May 18, 2006, Thomas Leslie Corporation (TLC) botanists Thomas A. Leslie (MS 
Botany) and Nadya Leslie (MS Botany) performed a focused survey for the Lyon’s Pentachaeta 
(Pentachaeta lyonii; LP) within the boundaries of the residential development project proposed by TTM 
52419. The results of the May 18, 2006 are provided in this letter report. 
NOTE: This is the second year LP field surveys have been conducted on the Triangle Ranch Project. 

The previous field surveys were conducted on June 4 and 5, 2005. 

A. METHODOLOGIES OF THE MAY 2006 SURVEY 
The focused 2006 LP survey involved inspecting only those 17 LP study plots established in 2003 by 
Impact Sciences, Inc. that will be impacted by residential development project proposed by TTM 52419 
(HMMI, 2006): 1A, AA, 1C, 1D, 1E, 1G, 2H, 1J, 1K, 2K, 3K, 4K, 1L, 3L, 4L, 1P (southwestern end of 
study plot) and 2P. 

The 2006 LP field surveys were conducted to determine if the LP populations previously mapped onsite 
had changed in comparison to 2005. Specifically, the 2006 LP field survey was conducted to (a) 
document the presence or absence of LP at each of the 17 study plots listed above in 2006 in 
comparison to 2005, and (b) visually estimate the numbers (e.g., 10s, 100s, 1,000s, etc.) of LP plants 
present at each study plot in 2006 compared to the numbers of LP present in 2005. 

In addition, the previously vandalized rock outcrop supporting the Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya 
(Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia; SMMD) population was inspected to ascertain its 2006 status. 

NOTE: During 2006 and 2005 surveys it was observed that a number of survey stakes had faded 
numbers and were unreadable. In addition, numerous stakes were broken, misplaced, or 
absent.  

B. RESULTS OF THE 2006 SURVEY 
Lyon’s Pentachaeta (LP): 
Table 1 summarizes the results of the 2006 LP field investigation. 



 

 

NGKE-072006-LP Study 2 TLC 

Table 1: Comparison of LP presence and Absence, and Numbers of LP 
Specimens, at 17 Study Plots in 2006 and 2005 

Presence Numbers (Visual Estimates) Study Plot 
2006 2005 2006 2005 

1A Yes Yes 100s 100s 
AA Yes Yes 1000s 100s 
1C Yes Yes 1000s 100s 
1D No Yes None  100s 
1E Yes No 10s None  
1G Yes Yes 1000s 100s 
2H Yes Yes 1000s 100s 
1J No No None  None  
1K Yes Yes 10s 10s 
2K Yes Yes 1000s 10s 
3K Yes No 10s None  
4K No No None  None  
1L Yes Yes 10s 10s 
3L No No None  None  
4L No No None  None  
1P* Yes Yes 1000s 100s 
2P Yes No 100s None  

* = Although, in 2006 LP specimens were observed over the majority of study plot 1P, none were observed in the 
southwestern portion of the plot in 2006 that will be impacted by implementation of the land use plan proposed by TTM 
52419. As TTM 52419 illustrates, the occupied portion of study plot 1P, will be preserved in an undeveloped open 
space. 

The data of Table 1 demonstrate the following: 
• In 2005, LP occurred at 10 of the 17 LP study plots listed above. In 2006 LP occurred at 12 study 

plots. 

• Based on the results of the 2006 visual inspection of the 17 LP study plots listed above, it was 
determined that the number of LP specimens increased at nine of the 17 study plots in 2006 
compared to 2005. 

• The number of LP specimens remained roughly equivalent at seven of the 17 study plots in 2006 
compared to 2005. 

• The number of LP specimens decreased at one of the 17 study plots in 2006 compared to 2005. 

Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya (SMMD): 
• On May 25, 2004, TLC biologists observed that all “adult” dudleya previously observed on the rock 

outcrop in 2003 had been carefully excavated and removed from the site leaving only a few small 



 

 

NGKE-072006-LP Study 3 TLC 

juvenile specimens. However, on May 18, 2006, the previously decimated SMMD population 
appeared to be recovering and numerous mature and juvenile SMMD specimens were observed 
growing on the northerly side of the formerly vandalized rock outcrop. 

Please call me if you have any questions regarding this letter or require additional information. 
Respectfully Submitted 
THOMAS LESLIE CORPORATION 

 
Thomas A. Leslie, President/MS Biology 
TAL/nvl//NGKE-072006-LP/SMMD 2006 Sur Rpt. 

REFERENCE 
Halladay and Mim Mack Incorporated (HMMI), May 3, 2006, 1 Inch = 100 Feet Scale Map: Site Plan-

66 Lots, Triangle Ranch, Tentative Tract No. 52419. 

Impact Sciences, Inc. and The Planning Associates (ISI/TPA), June 2003, Focused Surveys for the 
Federally Endangered Lyon’s Pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii A. Gray) and the Threatened 
Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ovatifolia (Britton) Moran) on the Triangle 
Ranch, Los Angeles County, California. 
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Thomas Leslie Corporation, 
Results of a Focused Lyon’s Pentachaeta Survey 

Performed on tentative Tract Map No. 52419 
June 16, 2005 



 Thomas Leslie Corporation 
Biological and Cultural Investigations & Monitoring 

P.O. Box 2229 Temecula, CA 92593-2229   Office (951) 296-6232  Fax (951) 296-6233 

Mr. John Condas June 14, 2005 
Nossaman, Guthner, Knox, Elliott (NGKE) Updated June 16, 2005 
18101 Von Karmen Avenue, Suite 1800 
Irvine, California 92612 

Subject: Results of a Focused Lyon’s Pentachaeta Survey Performed on Tentative Tract Map No. 
52419 

Dear Mr. Condas: 
On March 29, 2005, a meeting was held with Mr. Ken Wong of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and 
Ms. Christine Hamilton of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to discuss permitting of the proposed 
Triangle Ranch Project. At the meeting, Mr. Wong requested that a 2005 survey be conducted for the Lyon’s 
Pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii; LP). Subsequent to the meeting, Tom Leslie sent an e-mail to Mr. Wong on 
May 24, and to Ms. Hamilton on May 27 that outlined the proposed LP survey activities. Mr. Wong and Ms 
Hamilton both agreed that the LP survey would involve the following two field activities. 
1. Search the property to determine if any "new," previously unobserved LP populations were present after the 

unusually heavy winter/spring rains of 2004/2005. 
2. “Field check" the 2003 LP map to determine if the previously mapped onsite populations were the same 

size, larger or smaller. 

At the request of NGKE, Thomas Leslie Corporation botanists Thomas A. Leslie (MS Botany) and Nadya Leslie 
(MS Botany), performed the two field activities described above on June 4 and 5, 2005. 

A. METHODOLOGIES OF THE JUNE 2005 SURVEYS: The focused LP surveys involved (a) 
identifying and inspecting the 41 LP study plots established in 2003 by Impact Sciences, Inc. to determine if the 
LP populations previously mapped onsite were the same size, larger or smaller in 2005 and (b) searching the 
property to determine if any “new,” previously unobserved LP populations were present. In addition, the rock 
outcrop supporting the Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia; SMMD) population 
was inspected to ascertain its status in 2005. 
The conditions of some of the study plots identified/inspected in June 2005, were photographically documented. 
Representative photographs are included in Appendix A of this letter report. 
Hand written field notes were compiled to (a) inventory the obvious plant species dominant at each of the study 
plots identified /inspected in June 2005, and (b) document that presence or absence of LP at each study plot. The 
field notes were used to prepare the Appendix B list of obvious plant species dominant at each  study plot. 
Ms. Christine Hamilton, a Biologist with the Ventura U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Office, was contacted to 
obtain information related to three site visits she made in 2005 to observe two areas of the tract know to have 
previously supported LP. Based on her descriptions, it appears that Ms. Hamilton inspected LP Study Plots P1 
and F. Ms. Hamilton also reviewed this letter. 

B. RESULTS OF THE 2005 SURVEYS: 
Lyon’s Pentachaeta (LP): 
• No "new," previously unobserved LP populations were identified within the boundaries of TTM 52419 on 

June 4 and 5, 2005. For example, Photo Plate 1a shows a close-up view of a southwesterly facing slope, 
situated between LP study plots “N” and “O,” that looked as though LP could be growing on it. However, 
none were observed on the slope on June 4 and 5, 2005. 



 

 

NGKE-061405-LP Study 2 TLC 

• 31 of the 41 LP study plots established in 2003 (ISI/TPA, 2003) were identifying and inspected on June 4 and 
5, 2005. Note: Although, not mapped on Figures 2A or 2B, of the 2003 LP study results report, study plots 
“L2” and “R ” were among the 31 LP study plots identified/inspected in June 2005. 

• 10 of the 41 study plots established in 2003 could not be identified for the following reasons: 
a. Plants on plot H1 were not counted in 2003 since it was disked, the plot was not inspected in 2005. 

b. Since S4, T1, U2 and U3 were not plotted on 2003 Figures 2A or 2B (ISI/TPA, 2003), consequently, they 
were not identified in 2005. 

c. P2 was not inspected in 2005 since it was covered by equestrian structures on June 4 and 5, 2005 (e.g., 
tack buildings, horse stalls, corral fencing, etc.). 

d. L3, Q2, S1 and S3 could not be identified due to the absence of study plot stakes. 

• The Appendix B Table 1 (a) identifies the 31 LP study plots that were identified/inspected in June 2005 and 
(b) provides a list of the obvious plant species dominant at each of the 31 study plot identified/inspected in 
June 2005. An analysis of Table 1 shows the following: 

1. 10 of the study plots established in 2003, and identified/inspected on June 4 and 5, 2005, did not support 
LP. Photo Plate Nos. 2a and 2b provide representative views of study plots I and K3 where no LP were 
observed in June 2005 despite that fact that 413 were observed at plot I, and 100 at K3 in 2003. 

2. 21 of the 31 plots identified/inspected in June 2005 supported significantly fewer LP than they did in 
2003. Based on the results of the 2003 studies, the population of LP was determined to be approximately 
530,000 plants, on 8.8± acres. For example, in 2003 5,395 LP grew at plot D and 2,035 LP grew at plot 
K2. However, in June 2005 only a few hundred were observed at plot D in June 2005, and less than a 
hundred were observed at plot D. Photo Plate Nos. 3a and 3b provide representative views of LP plot D 
in June 2005. Similarly, as Photo Plate Nos. 4a and 4b show LP plot K2. 

3. Although, only seven non-native plant species were identified at the 31 LP study plots 
identified/inspected in June 2005, they made up the bulk of the dense vegetational growth covering the 
topographic surface at each study plot. 

Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya (SMMD): 
• Based on the results of the 2003 studies the SMMD population was determined to consist of 600± plants on 

0.1± acre. On August 23, 2003, TLC biologists observed numerous specimens of mature and juvenile dudleya 
on a 0.1± acre rock outcrop of TTM 52419. However, on May 25, 2004, TLC biologists observed that all 
“adult” dudleya they had observed on the rock outcrop in 2003 had been carefully excavated and removed 
from the site leaving only a few small juvenile specimens. In June 2005 a number of mature and juvenile 
SMMD specimens were observed growing on the northerly side of the formerly vandalized rock outcrop. 
Photo Plate No. 5 provides representative view of one of a mature flowering specimen of SMMD observed in 
June 2005. 

C. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Site Visits: 
In addition, to TLC’s June 2005 LP/SMMD investigations, Ms. Christine Hamilton, a Biologist with the Ventura 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Office, also visited TTM 52419 on March 1, March 24 and April 8, 2005. In her 
June 15, 2005, e-mail to TLC and Sage Community, Ms. Hamilton wrote that while she “checked out” the 
following portions of TTM 52419: (1) “the area east of Cornell Rd. between the fire station and the creek” and (2) 
a small patch on the west side of Kanan Rd., close to the road and next to a creek,” she “didn't do any surveys or 
counts on any of (her) visits.” During her site visits she made the following observations: 

• March 1 Visit: “the plant (LP) in basal rosettes, no flowers yet” (LP Study Plot P1). 



 

 

NGKE-061405-LP Study 3 TLC 

• March 24 Visit: “found lots of flowering pentachaeta in the previously graded area, as well as on "knolls" 
above the graded area (LP Study Plot P1). Also saw some flowering pentachaeta in a small patch on the west 
side of Kanan Rd., close to the road and next to a creek” (LP Study Plot F). 

• April 8 Visit: “saw many flowering pentachaeta plants. There seemed to be fewer goldfields and more, larger 
pentachaeta plants in comparison to last visit” (LP Study Plot P1). 

D. CONCLUSIONS: 
LP: The 31 study plots identified/inspected in June 2005 either lacked LP plants, or supported significantly fewer 
LP plants than they did in 2003. The reduced number of LP may be related to the dense growth of non-native 
“weedy” grasses and herbs that covered the topographic surface of plots D and K2 on June 4 and 5, 2005. 

SMMD: It appears that the SMMD population is recovering on TTM 52419. 

Please call me if you have any questions regarding this letter or require additional information. 
Respectfully Submitted 
THOMAS LESLIE CORPORATION 

 
Thomas A. Leslie, President/MS Biology 
TAL/nvl//NGKE-061405-LP/SMMD 2005 Sur Rpt. 

REFERENCE 

Hamilton, C., Ventura U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Office Biologist, June 15, 2005, e-mail to TLC and Sage 
Community regarding three visits to TTM 52419 to observe areas of the tract know to have previously 
supported Lyon’s Pentachaeta. 

Impact Sciences, Inc. and The Planning Associates (ISI/TPA), June 2003, Focused Surveys for the Federally 
Endangered Lyon’s Pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii A. Gray) and the Threatened Santa Monica 
Mountains Dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ovatifolia (Britton) Moran) on the Triangle Ranch, Los Angeles 
County, California. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 
 

 

COLOR PHOTO PLATE 
NOS. 1-5 

 

FOR  

TENTATIVE TRACT 
NO. 52419 

 

 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 



PHOTO PLATE NO. 1 

 
 A slope, situated between Lyon’s Pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii; LP) study 

plots N and O, was inspected to determine the presence or absence of LP 
plants on June 5, 2005. Although, the slope looked like it should support LP, 
none were found in June 2005 (photo date - 06/05/05). 

  
  



PHOTO PLATE NO. 2 

 
2a. Close-up view of Plot I. Although, 413 LP plants were counted at this plot in 

2003, none were observed at Plot I in June 2005 (photo date - 06/05/05). 

 
2b. Vicinity of Plot K3. Although, 100 LP plants were counted at this plot in 

2003, none were observed at Plot K3 in June 2005 (photo date - 06/05/05). 



PHOTO PLATE NO. 3 

 
3a. Although, 5,395 LP plants were counted at plot D in 2003, it was visually 

estimated that only a few hundred LP plants grew there on June 4 and 5, 2005. 
The reduced number of LP may be related to the dense growth of non-native 
“weedy” grasses and herbs that covered the topographic surface of plot D on 
June 4 and 5, 2005 (photo date - 06/05/05). 

 
3b. Close-up of the dense growth of non-native weeds covering the majority of 

the 2003 LP study plots in June 2005. The dominant weeds visible on this 
photograph include Tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), Foxtail Fescue (Vulpia 
myuros) and Soft Chess (Bromus hordeaceus) (photo date - 06/05/05). 



PHOTO PLATE NO. 4 

 
4a. Although, 2,035 LP plants were counted  at plot K2 in 2003, it was visually 

estimated that less than 100 LP plants grew there in June 2005 (photo date - 
06/05/05). 

 
4b. Close-up view of a few of the LP plants growing among numerous Turkish 

Rugging (Chorizanthe staticoides) plants at plot K2 on June 5, 2005 (photo 
date - 06/05/05). 



PHOTO PLATE NO. 5 

 
  Close-up view of a mature, flowering Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya 

(Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia) specimen growing north of the vicinity of 
LP study plots K1 and K2 (photo date - 06/05/05). 

  
  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 
 

 

TABLE 1 
List of Obvious Plants Growing on 

Lyon’s Pentachaeta Study Plots 
In June 2005 

 

ON TENTATIVE TRACT 
NO. 52419 

 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 



N
O

N
-N

AT
IV

E 
 (7

)
SCIENTIFIC NAMES COMMON NAMES (31)

A AA B C D E1 E2 F G H1 (a) H2 I 1J K1
DIVISION LYCOPHYTA
FAMILY SELAGINELLACEAE SPIKE-MOSS FAMILY
Selaginella bigelovii Spike-moss - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C

DIVISION ANTHOPHYTA FLOWERING PLANTS
Class Dicotyledones Dicots
FAMILY ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY

 Acourtia microcephala Sacapellote - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
X Carduus pycnocephalus Italian Thistle - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C
X Centaurea melitensis Tocalote D C D C C C D C C - - - C C C C

Eriophyllum confertiflorum Golden-yarrow - - - - - - C - - - C - - - U - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - U
Filago californica California Filago - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Hemizonia fasciculata Fascicled Tarplant D D - - - D - - - - - - - - - D D - - - D C C C
Lagophylla ramosissima Common Hareleaf - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Pentachaeta lyonii Lyion’s Pentachaeta 100s 100s 10s 100s 100s N/O 100s 100s 100s - - - 100s N/O N/O 10s
Stylocline gnaphaloides Everlasting Nest Straw - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C

FAMILY BRASSICACEAE MUSTARD FAMILY
X Hirschfeldia incana Short-pod Mustard U C - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

FAMILY FABACEAE PEA FAMILY
Lotus scoparius California Broom - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Lotus purshianus Spanish Clover - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

FAMILY LAMIACEAE MINT FAMILY
Salvia columbariae Chia - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Salvia leucophylla Purple Sage U - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

 Salvia mellifera Black Sage - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

FAMILY ONAGRACEAE EVENING PRIMROSE FAMILY
Clarkia unguiculata Elegant Clarkia - - - - - - C - - - U C U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

FAMILY PLANTAGINACEAE PLANTAIN FAMILY
Plantago erecta Dwarf Plantain - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

FAMILY POLEMONIACEAE PHLOX FAMILY
Eriastrum sapphirinum Sapphire Woolly-star - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C

FAMILY POLYGONACEAE BUCKWHEAT FAMILY
Chorizanthe staticoides Turkish Rugging - - - U C D C C - - - C C - - - D D - - - - - -
Eriogonum fasciculatum California Buckwheat U - - - C C - - - C - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - U
Pterostegia drymarioides Granny’s Hairnet - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

FAMILY ROSACEAE ROSE FAMILY
Adenostoma fasciculatum Chamise C - - - C C - - - - - - C C - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - -

FAMILY SCROPHULARIACEAE FIGWORT FAMILY
 Castilleja exserta Purple Owl’s Clover - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U

Mimulus brevipes Yellow Monkey Flower - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Class Monocotyledones Monocots
FAMILY LILIACEAE LILY FAMILY
Bloomeria crocea Common Goldenstar - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - U - - - C - - - U - - - - - - - - -
Yucca whipplei Our Lord’s Candle - - - - - - C C - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

FAMILY POACEAE GRASS FAMILY
X Avena fatua Wild Oat U U - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
X Bromus hordeaceus Soft Chess - - - - - - U C C C C - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - -
X Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens Foxtail Chess U U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
X Vulpia myuros Foxtail Fescue C C - - - - - - D --- C - - - C - - - C - - - C C
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SCIENTIFIC NAMES COMMON NAMES (31)

DIVISION LYCOPHYTA
FAMILY SELAGINELLACEAE SPIKE-MOSS FAMILY
Selaginella bigelovii Spike-moss

DIVISION ANTHOPHYTA FLOWERING PLANTS
Class Dicotyledones Dicots
FAMILY ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY

 Acourtia microcephala Sacapellote
X Carduus pycnocephalus Italian Thistle
X Centaurea melitensis Tocalote

Eriophyllum confertiflorum Golden-yarrow
Filago californica California Filago
Hemizonia fasciculata Fascicled Tarplant 
Lagophylla ramosissima Common Hareleaf
Pentachaeta lyonii Lyion’s Pentachaeta
Stylocline gnaphaloides Everlasting Nest Straw

FAMILY BRASSICACEAE MUSTARD FAMILY
X Hirschfeldia incana Short-pod Mustard

FAMILY FABACEAE PEA FAMILY
Lotus scoparius California Broom
Lotus purshianus Spanish Clover

FAMILY LAMIACEAE MINT FAMILY
Salvia columbariae Chia 
Salvia leucophylla Purple Sage

 Salvia mellifera Black Sage

FAMILY ONAGRACEAE EVENING PRIMROSE FAMILY
Clarkia unguiculata Elegant Clarkia

FAMILY PLANTAGINACEAE PLANTAIN FAMILY
Plantago erecta Dwarf Plantain

FAMILY POLEMONIACEAE PHLOX FAMILY
Eriastrum sapphirinum Sapphire Woolly-star

FAMILY POLYGONACEAE BUCKWHEAT FAMILY
Chorizanthe staticoides Turkish Rugging
Eriogonum fasciculatum California Buckwheat
Pterostegia drymarioides Granny’s Hairnet

FAMILY ROSACEAE ROSE FAMILY
Adenostoma fasciculatum Chamise

FAMILY SCROPHULARIACEAE FIGWORT FAMILY
 Castilleja exserta Purple Owl’s Clover

Mimulus brevipes Yellow Monkey Flower

Class Monocotyledones Monocots
FAMILY LILIACEAE LILY FAMILY
Bloomeria crocea Common Goldenstar
Yucca whipplei Our Lord’s Candle

FAMILY POACEAE GRASS FAMILY
X Avena fatua Wild Oat
X Bromus hordeaceus Soft Chess
X Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens Foxtail Chess
X Vulpia myuros Foxtail Fescue

K2 K3 K4 L1 L2 L3(b) L4 M N O P1 P2(c) Q1 Q2(d) R

C C C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U
C U U D D - - - C C C C U - - - D - - - C
U - - - U U U - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
C U - - - - - - - - - - - - D C - - - - - - D - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - -
10s N/O N/O 10s N/O - - - N/O N/O 100s 10s 100s - - - N/O - - - N/O
C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - C C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

U U U U U - - - U - - - - - - C - - - - - - U - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - -

C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - -

C U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - D D - - - - - - - - - U - - - C
U - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - U - - - U U - - - U - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - U - - - U U - - - U - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - C C - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - -
--- --- --- C C - - - C C C C C - - - C - - - - - -
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SCIENTIFIC NAMES COMMON NAMES (31)

DIVISION LYCOPHYTA
FAMILY SELAGINELLACEAE SPIKE-MOSS FAMILY
Selaginella bigelovii Spike-moss

DIVISION ANTHOPHYTA FLOWERING PLANTS
Class Dicotyledones Dicots
FAMILY ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY

 Acourtia microcephala Sacapellote
X Carduus pycnocephalus Italian Thistle
X Centaurea melitensis Tocalote

Eriophyllum confertiflorum Golden-yarrow
Filago californica California Filago
Hemizonia fasciculata Fascicled Tarplant 
Lagophylla ramosissima Common Hareleaf
Pentachaeta lyonii Lyion’s Pentachaeta
Stylocline gnaphaloides Everlasting Nest Straw

FAMILY BRASSICACEAE MUSTARD FAMILY
X Hirschfeldia incana Short-pod Mustard

FAMILY FABACEAE PEA FAMILY
Lotus scoparius California Broom
Lotus purshianus Spanish Clover

FAMILY LAMIACEAE MINT FAMILY
Salvia columbariae Chia 
Salvia leucophylla Purple Sage

 Salvia mellifera Black Sage

FAMILY ONAGRACEAE EVENING PRIMROSE FAMILY
Clarkia unguiculata Elegant Clarkia

FAMILY PLANTAGINACEAE PLANTAIN FAMILY
Plantago erecta Dwarf Plantain

FAMILY POLEMONIACEAE PHLOX FAMILY
Eriastrum sapphirinum Sapphire Woolly-star

FAMILY POLYGONACEAE BUCKWHEAT FAMILY
Chorizanthe staticoides Turkish Rugging
Eriogonum fasciculatum California Buckwheat
Pterostegia drymarioides Granny’s Hairnet

FAMILY ROSACEAE ROSE FAMILY
Adenostoma fasciculatum Chamise

FAMILY SCROPHULARIACEAE FIGWORT FAMILY
 Castilleja exserta Purple Owl’s Clover

Mimulus brevipes Yellow Monkey Flower

Class Monocotyledones Monocots
FAMILY LILIACEAE LILY FAMILY
Bloomeria crocea Common Goldenstar
Yucca whipplei Our Lord’s Candle

FAMILY POACEAE GRASS FAMILY
X Avena fatua Wild Oat
X Bromus hordeaceus Soft Chess
X Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens Foxtail Chess
X Vulpia myuros Foxtail Fescue

S1(e) S2 S3(f) S4(g) T1(h) T2 T3 T4 U1 U2(i) U3(j) U4

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C C
- - - C - - - - - - - - - C C C - - - - - - U C
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - D - - - - - - - - - U C U - - - - - - D D
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - 10s - - - - - - - - - 100s 10s 10s - - - - - - 100s 100s
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - C - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - C - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C C

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - D - - - - - - - - - C
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C C U - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - D C C - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Mr. Hardy Strozier, AICP/Esq. August 26, 2003 
The Planning Associates Revised September 9, 2003 
3151 Airway Avenue, Suite R-1 
Costa Mesa, California 92626 
SUBJECT: Results of 2003 Botanical Surveys of the Triangle Ranch Property 
Dear Mr. Strozier: 
Thomas Leslie Corporation (TLC) is pleased to present the results of two 2003 botanical surveys 
performed on the Triangle Ranch property. The botanical surveys were performed within representative 
upland and riparian habitat areas of the property. 

A. PURPOSE OF TLC'S 2003 BOTANICAL SURVEYS 
TLC’s August 11 and 23, 2003, surveys were performed to inventory the plant species identifiable at the 
time the 2003 botanical surveys were performed and search for "new" plant species not previously 
observed onsite. "New" species are those identified onsite in 2003, by TLC, Turner and Impact Sciences, 
Inc. biologists, that were not previously inventoried as present onsite by PCR Services Corporation (PCR, 
1998a,b, c) or Envicom Corporation biologists (EC, 1997). 

TLC’s two August 2003 field surveys were the third set of biological field surveys performed onsite in 
2003. Therefore, a total of eleven (11) biological field surveys, that included inventories of plant species, 
were performed on the Triangle Ranch property. The eleven surveys were performed onsite by the 
biological consulting entities listed in Table 1. 

Table 1: List by Date, of the Eleven 2003 Biological Field Surveys Performed on Triangle Ranch. 

FIELD SURVEY DATES BIOLOGICAL SURVEYORS 

1. August 11 and 23, 2003 TLC biologists Tom Leslie, M.S. Botany and Nadya 
Leslie, M.S. Biology. 

2. May 28 and 29 and June 3 and 4, 2003 Dr. Jack Turner,  

3. May 8, 9, 12, 13 and 14, 2003 Impact Sciences, Inc. Field Biologists Laura Malessa 
and Morgan Logan. 

The field data collected by TLC, Turner and Impact Sciences, Inc. biologists were used to prepare an 
updated botanical species inventory (plant list). 

The updated species list, provided in Appendix A, is comprised of a column identifying the plant species 
inventory (list) compiled during previous biological studies performed on portions of the Triangle Ranch 
property and a separate column identifying the “new” plant species identified onsite in 2003 by TLC, Dr. 
Turner and Impact Sciences, Inc. biologists. 
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B. METHODOLOGIES OF TLC'S 2003 BOTANICAL SURVEYS 
The TLC’s botanical surveys were performed by Thomas A. Leslie, M.S. Botany and Nadya Leslie, M.S. 
Biology. Tom Leslie, a Certified Consulting Biologist and President of Thomas Leslie Corporation, is 
experienced in performing focused botanical species surveys in the local vicinity surrounding the survey 
area. In addition, he holds the following permits. 
• A current, valid US Fish and Wildlife Service 10 (a)(1)(A) Recovery Permit (TE-781384-4; expires 

5/09/05) to conduct surveys for federally and state listed threatened and endangered California 
Gnatcatcher (CAGN) and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (WIFL). 

• A current California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
authorizing to conduct surveys for the CAGN and the WIFL (expires 5/31/05).  

• A current, valid California Department of Fish and Game Scientific Collector's Permit (No. 801061-
05; expires 3/25/05). 

Mrs. Leslie has a Masters of Science (M.S.) degree in biology with an emphasis in botany. She was a 
senior administrator of her university’s native plant botanical garden between February 1997 and March 
2001. Mrs. Leslie is also listed on Mr. Leslie’s 10 (a)(1)(A) recovery permit and is therefore authorized to 
perform activities regulated by Mr. Leslie’s recovery permit.  
• Mrs. Leslie is listed on Mr. Leslie’s federal 10 (a)(1)(A) recovery permit to perform CAGN and WIFL 

surveys and associated CDFG MOU, and is therefore authorized to perform activities regulated by Mr. 
Leslie’s recovery permit. 

• Mrs. Leslie also holds her own separate current, valid California Department of Fish and Game 
Scientific Collector's Permit No. 801160-05 (expires 11/15/04). 

Field notes were made to document the survey conditions, vegetational cover, and predominant plant 
species not previously identified onsite. The field notes were later transcribed to computer files and used 
to prepare the Appendix A Floral Compendium that provides an updated inventory of the species 
identified on Triangle Ranch property. 

Photo Plate Nos. 1 and 2, situated in Appendix B, document the conditions of the property during the 
August 23, 2003 focused botanical survey. The field conditions of Impact Sciences, Inc's. May 2003 field 
surveys are photographically documented in their June 2003 report entitled: 

"Focused Surveys for the Federally Endangered Lyon’s Pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii A. 
Gray) and the Threatened Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia 
(Britton) Moran) on the Triangle Ranch, Los Angeles County, California" (ISI, 2003). 
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C. RESULTS OF THE 2003 BOTANICAL SURVEYS 

• TLC, Dr. Turner and Impact Sciences, Inc. biologists identified forty-seven (47) "new" plant 
species, not previously observed on the Triangle Ranch property in 2003. The "new" plant species 
were not previously observed onsite by PCR Services Corporation (PCR, 1999) or Envicom 
Corporation (EC, 1997). 

• The 47 “new” species identified in 2003 are denoted by a bolded “X” in Column 4 of the Appendix 
A updated Floral Compendium. 
a. An "X" followed by an asterisk, “X*,” in Column 4 denotes the species identified onsite on 

August 11 and 23, 2003 by TLC biologists. 

b. All other “Xs” in Column 4 denote species identified by Dr. Turner and Impact Sciences, Inc. 
biologists in 2003. 

Please call me if you have any questions or require additional information regarding this letter report. 
Respectfully Submitted, 
THOMAS LESLIE CORPORATION 

Thomas A. Leslie, M.S. Botany 
President 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Appendix A Floral Compendium (FC) provides a summary of the types of plant species identified 
within the boundaries of the Triangle Ranch property. It was compiled using the results of the following 
thirty surveys: (a) eleven field surveys performed in 2003 and (b) nineteen field surveys performed in 
1999, 1997, 1996 and 1971 by the following biological consulting firms on the dates listed below. 

August 11 and 23, 2003: Thomas Leslie Corporation 
May 28 and 29 and June 3 and 4, 2003: Dr. Jack Turner 
May 8, 9, 12, 13 and 14, 2003: Impact Sciences, Inc. 

March 10, 17, 24, 31, April 7, 14, 21, 28 and May 5, 1999 PCR Services Corporation 
December 16 and 19, 1996, March 24, 25 and 26, 1997,  
April 4, 8, 9, 10, 17, 1971: Envicom Corporation 

The FC was compiled to inventory onsite botanical resources and determine the presence or absence of 
sensitive plant species, which could be identifiable at the time the 2003, 1999, 1997, 1996 and 1971 
field surveys, were conducted. It does not include a listing of "expected but not observed" species. The 
Floral Compendium is comprised of five (5) columns. 

COLUMN 1:  NON-NATIVE 
Each non-native plant type observed and identified during 2003, 1999, 1997, 1996 and 1971, botanical 
field surveys is indicated by an "X". The presumed origins of plant species follow those listed in 
Hickman (1993) and Munz (1974). Sixty-nine non-native plant types have been identified within project 
boundaries. This represents 20% (69/340) of the 340 plant types identified onsite. Natural habitat types 
in southern California usually contain 20-25% non-natives. 

COLUMN 2: SCIENTIFIC NAMES 
All plant species identified on project site, during the 2003, 1999, 1997, 1996 and 1971, botanical field 
surveys were identified to scientific family, genus and species names whenever possible. The floral 
taxonomy used in Appendix follows the third edition of Hickman (1996). Families are listed in 
alphabetical order in accordance with Hickman (1996); within each family, the genus and species names 
are alphabetically arranged. 

COLUMN 3: COMMON NAMES 
Common names may vary among biologists, published botanical literature and regions, but scientific 
names are "universal.” Whenever possible, Jepson manual common names were given precedent 
(Hickman, 1996). When no common name was provided in Jepson, common names listed in Munz 
(1974) or other available, southern California botanical literature were used. The total number of plant 
types identified onsite (340) is indicated in parentheses at the head of this column. 

COLUMN 4: 2003 PLANT SPECIES INVENTORY 
The ex's in this column indicate the "new" pant species, not previously identified within the boundaries 
of the Triangle Ranch property. The ex's with an asterisk mark “X*” denote species identified in August 
2003 by TLC biologists. The ex's without an asterisk mark (X) represent species identified by Dr. 
Turner and Impact Sciences, Inc. in May and June 2003, but not previously observed by PCR Services 
Corporation (PCR, 1999) or Envicom Corporation (EC, 1997). 

COLUMN 5: PREVIOUS PLANT SPECIES INVENTORIES 
The "X’s" in this column indicates the plant species identified within the boundaries of the Triangle 
Ranch property in March, April and May 1999 by PCR Services Corporation and in March 1997, 
December 1996 and April 1971 by Envicom Corporation. 
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   47 293 
 DIVISION LYCOPHYTA    
 FAMILY SELAGINELLACEAE SPIKE-MOSS FAMILY   
 Selaginella bigelovii Spike-moss - - - X 
     
 DIVISION PTEROPHYTA FERNS   
 FAMILY POLYPODIACEAE POLYPODY FAMILY   
 Polypodium californicum California Polypody - - - X 
     
 FAMILY PTERIDACEAE BRAKE FAMILY   
 Adiantum jordanii California Maiden-hair  - - - X 
 Chelianthes covillei Bead Fern - - - X 
 Notholaena californica California Cloak Fern - - - X 
 Pellaea andromedifolia Coffee Fern - - - X 
 Pellaea mucronata Bird's-foot Fern - - - X 
 Pentagramma triangularis  Goldback Fern - - - X 
     
 DIVISION CONIFEROPHYTA CONIFERS   
 FAMILY PINACEAE PINE FAMILY   

X Pinus halepensis Aleppo Pine - - - X 
     
 DIVISION ANTHOPHYTA FLOWERING PLANTS   
 Class Dicotyledones Dicots   
 FAMILY ANACARDIACEAE SUMAC FAMILY   
 Malosma laurina Laurel Sumac - - - X 
 Rhus integrifolia Lemonadeberry  X - - - 
 Rhus ovata Sugar Bush - - - X 
 Rhus trilobata Skunkbrush - - - X 
 Toxicodendron diversilobum  Western Poison Oak - - - X 

X* = The ex's with an asterisk mark “X*” denote species identified in August 2003 by TLC biologists. The ex's without an 
asterisk mark (X) represent species identified by Dr. Turner and Impact Sciences, Inc. in May and June 2003. 

(1) = The "X’s" in this column indicates the plant species identified within the boundaries of the Triangle Ranch property 
during nineteen surveys performed by in March, April and May 1999 by PCR Services Corporation and in March 
1997, December 1996 and April 1971 by Envicom Corporation. 
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Previous 
Studies (1) 

 FAMILY APIACEAE CARROT FAMILY   
 Apiastrum angustifolium Mock Parsley - - - X 

X Apium graveolens Celery - - - X 
 Conium maculatum Poison Hemlock - - - X 

X Foeniculum vulgare Fennel - - - X 
 Lomatium dasycarpum Woolly-fruit Lomatium - - - X 
 Lomatium lucidum Shiny Lomatium - - - X 
 Lomatium utriculatum Common Lomatium - - - X 
 Sanicula bipinnata Poison Sanicle - - - X 
 Sanicula crassicaulis Pacific Sanicle - - - X 
 Sanicula tuberosa Turkey-pea Sanicle - - - X 
 Tauschia arguta Southern Tauschia - - - X 
 Tauschia hartwegii Hartweg's Tauschia - - - X 
 Yabea microcarpa Koso-polj - - - X 
     
 FAMILY APOCYNACEAE DOGBANE FAMILY   

X Nerium oleander Oleander - - - X 
     
 FAMILY ASCLEPIADACEAE MILKWEED FAMILY   
 Asclepias fascicularis Narrow-leaf Milkweed - - - X 
     
 FAMILY ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY   
 Acourtia microcephala Sacapellote - - - X 
 Achyrachaena mollis Blow-wives - - - X 
 Agoseris grandiflora Large-flower Agoseris - - - X 
 Ambrosia psilostachya Western Ragweed - - - X 
 Artemisia californica California Sagebrush - - - X 
 Artemisia douglasiana Mugwort - - - X 
 Artemisia dracunculus Tarragon X - - - 
 Baccharis pilularis Chaparral Broom  - - - X 
 Baccharis salicifolia Mule Fat - - - X 
 Brickellia californica California Brickellbush - - - X 
 Brickellia nevinii Nevin's Brickellbush - - - X 
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Previous 
Studies (1) 

X Carduus pycnocephalus Italian Thistle - - - X 
X Centaurea melitensis Tocalote - - - X 
X Centaurea solstitialis Yellow Star-thistle X - - - 
 Chaenactis artemisiifolia Artemisia Pincushion - - - X 
 Chaenactis glabriuscula  Yellow Pincushion - - - X 

X Chamomilla suaveolens Pineapple Weed - - - X 
X Cichorium intybus Chicory X - - - 
 Cirsium occidentale  California Thistle - - - X 

X Cirsium vulgare Bull Thistle - - - X 
 Conyza canadensis Horseweed - - - X 
 Coreopsis bigelovii Bigelow Coreopsis - - - X 
 Encelia californica Coast Encelia - - - X 
 Ericameria linearifolia Interior Goldenbush - - - X 
 Erigeron foliosus  Leafy Daisy - - - X 
 Eriophyllum confertiflorum  Golden-yarrow - - - X 
 Filago californica California Filago - - - X 
 Gnaphalium bicolor Bicolored Cudweed - - - X 
 Gnaphalium californicum California Everlasting - - - X 
 Gnaphalium canescens Everlasting Cudweed - - - X 

X Gnaphalium luteo-album Cudweed X - - - 
 Gnaphalium palustre Lowland Cudweed X - - - 
 Hazardia squarrosa  Saw-toothed Goldenbush X - - - 
 Helianthus annuus Common Sunflower   X* - - - 
 Helianthus gracilentus Slender Sunflower - - - X 
 Hemizonia fasciculata Fascicled Tarplant  - - - X 
 Hemizonia pungens Common Spikeweed - - - X 
 Heterotheca grandiflora Telegraph Weed - - - X 
 Heterotheca sessiliflora  Golden Aster - - - X 

X Hypochaeris glabra Smooth Cat's-ear - - - X 
 Isocoma menziesii  Coastal Goldenbush - - - X 

X Lactuca serriola Prickly Lettuce - - - X 
 Lagophylla ramosissima Common Hareleaf - - - X 
 Lasthenia californica Common Goldfields - - - X 
 Lessingia filaginifolia California-aster - - - X 
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Previous 
Studies (1) 

 Madia elegans Common Madia - - - X 
 Madia gracilis Sticky Madia X - - - 
 Malacothrix clevelandii Annual Malacothrix X - - - 
 Malacothrix saxatilis  Cliff Malacothrix - - - X 
 Micropus californicus  Slender Cottonweed - - - X 
 Microseris douglasii  Small-flower Microseris - - - X 
 Pentachaeta lyonii Lyion's Pentachaeta - - - X 

X Picris echioides Bristly Ox-tongue - - - X 
 Rafinesquia californica California Chicory - - - X 
 Senecio flaccidus  Bush Senecio - - - X 

X Senecio vulgaris Common Groundsel - - - X 
X Silybum marianum Milk Thistle - - - X 
X Sonchus asper Prickly Sow Thistle - - - X 
X Sonchus oleraceus Common Sow Thistle - - - X 
  Stebbinsoseris heterocarpa Brown Microseris - - - X 
 Stephanomeria virgata  Wand Chicory - - - X 
 Stylocline gnaphaloides Everlasting Nest Straw - - - X 
 Uropappus lindleyi Silver Puffs - - - X 
 Venegasia carpesioides Canyon-sunflower - - - X 
 Xanthium spinosum Spiny Cocklebur - - - X 
 Xanthium strumarium Cocklebur - - - X 
     
 FAMILY BORAGINACEAE BORAGE FAMILY   
 Amsinckia menziesii Rancher's Fireweed - - - X 
 Cryptantha  clevelandii Cleveland's Cryptantha - - - X 
 Cryptantha intermedia Nievitas Cryptantha X - - - 
 Cryptantha micromeres Minute-flower Cryptantha X - - - 
 Cryptantha microstachys Tejon Cryptantha - - - X 
 Cryptantha muricata Prickly Cryptantha - - - X 
 Heliotropium curassavicum Wild Heliotrope X* - - - 
 Pectocarya linearis Linear-leaf Pectocarya - - - X 
 Plagiobothrys collinus California Popcornflower - - - X 
 Plagiobothrys nothofulvus Popcornflower - - - X 
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Previous 
Studies (1) 

 FAMILY BRASSICACEAE MUSTARD FAMILY   
 Athysanus pusillus Dwarf Athysanus - - - X 

X Brassica nigra Black Mustard - - - X 
X Capsella bursa-pastoris Shepherd's Purse - - - X 
X Hirschfeldia incana  Short-pod Mustard - - - X 
X Lepidium latifolium Peppergrass - - - X 
 Lepidium nitidum Shining Peppergrass - - - X 

X Raphanus sativus Radish - - - X 
 Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum Water Cress - - - X 
 Thysanocarpus curvipes Hairy Lacepod - - - X 
     
 FAMILY CAPRIFOLIACEAE HONEYSUCKLE FAMILY   
 Lonicera subspicata  Southern Honeysuckle - - - X 
 Sambucus mexicana Blue Elderberry - - - X 
     
 FAMILY CARYOPHYLLACEAE PINK FAMILY   

X Cerastium glomeratum Mouse-ear Chickweed - - - X 
X Silene gallica Common Catchfly - - - X 
X Stellaria media Common Chickweed - - - X 
 Stellaria nitens Shining Chickweed - - - X 
     
 FAMILY CHENOPODIACEAE GOOSEFOOT FAMILY   

X Atriplex semibaccata Australian Saltbush - - - X 
X Chenopodium album Pigweed X* - - - 
X Chenopodium ambrosioides Mexican Tea - - - X 
 Chenopodium californicum California Goosefoot - - - X 

X Salsola tragus Russian Thistle - - - X 
     
 FAMILY CISTACEAE ROCK-ROSE FAMILY   
 Helianthemum scoparium Peak Rush-rose X - - - 
     
 FAMILY CONVOLVULACEAE MORNING-GLORY FAMILY   
 Calystegia macrostegia  Wild Morning-glory - - - X 

X Convolvulus arvensis Bindweed X - - - 
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Previous 
Studies (1) 

 FAMILY CRASSULACEAE STONECROP FAMILY   
  Crassula connata Pygmy Weed - - - X 

 Dudleya cymosa  Santa Monica Mountains 
Dudleya - - - X 

 Dudleya lanceolata Coastal Dudleya - - - X 
 Dudleya pulverulenta  Chalk Lettuce - - - X 
     
 FAMILY CUCURBITACEAE GOURD FAMILY   
 Marah macrocarpus Man-root  - - - X 
     
 FAMILY CUSCUTACEAE DODDER FAMILY   
 Cuscuta californica California Dodder X - - - 
 FAMILY ERICACEAE HEATH FAMILY   
 Arctostaphylos glauca Big-berry Manzanita - - - X 
     
 FAMILY EUPHORBIACEAE SPURGE FAMILY   
 Eremocarpus setigerus Dove Weed - - - X 

X Euphorbia peplus Petty Spurge - - - X 
     
 FAMILY FABACEAE LEGUME FAMILY   
 Astragalus didymocarpus Two-seeded Milkvetch - - - X 
 Astragalus gambelianus Gambel's Locoweed - - - X 
 Astragalus trichopodus Santa Barbara Milkvetch - - - X 
 Lathyrus vestitus  Wild Pea - - - X 
 Lotus purshianus Spanish Clover - - - X 
 Lotus scoparius  California Broom - - - X 
 Lotus strigosus Bishop's Lotus - - - X 
 Lotus wrangelianus Calf Lotus - - - X 
 Lupinus bicolor Miniature Lupine - - - X 
 Lupinus longifolius Bush Lupine X - - - 
 Lupinus microcarpus  Chick Lupine - - - X 
 Lupinus sparsiflorus Coulter's Lupine - - - X 
 Lupinus succulentus Arroyo Lupine - - - X 
 Lupinus truncatus Collar Lupine - - - X 
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Previous 
Studies (1) 

X Medicago polymorpha California Burclover - - - X 
X Medicago sativa Alfalfa X - - - 
X Melilotus alba White Sweetclover X - - - 
X Melilotus indica Sourclover - - - X 
X Melilotus officinalis Yellow Sweetclover X - - - 
X Robinia pseudoacacia Black Locust X* - - - 
X Trifolium hirtum Rose Clover - - - X 
 Trifolium variegatum  White-tip Clover - - - X 
 Trifolium willdenovii Tomcat Clover - - - X 

X Vicia sativa Spring Vetch - - - X 
X Vicia villosa  Hairy Vetch - - - X 
     
 FAMILY FAGACEAE OAK FAMILY   
 Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak - - - X 
 Quercus berberidifolia Scrub Oak - - - X 
 Quercus dumosa Nuttall’s Scrub Oak - - - X 
 Quercus lobata Valley Oak - - - X 
     
 FAMILY GERANIACEAE GERANIUM FAMILY   

X Erodium botrys Long-beaked Filaree - - - X 
X Erodium cicutarium Red-stemmed Filaree - - - X 
X Erodium moschatum White-stemmed Filaree - - - X 
     
 FAMILY GROSSULARIACEAE GOOSEBERRY FAMILY   
 Ribes aureum  Golden Currant - - - X 
 Ribes indecorum White Flowering Current X - - - 
 Ribes malvaceum  Chaparral Currant - - - X 
 Ribes speciosum Fuchsia-flowered Gooseberry - - - X 
     
 FAMILY HYDROPHYLLACEAE WATERLEAF FAMILY   
 Emmenanthe penduliflora Whispering Bells X - - - 
 Eucrypta chrysanthemifolia  Common Eucrypta - - - X 
 Nemophila menziesii Baby Blue-eyes - - - X 
 Phacelia cicutaria  Caterpillar Phacelia - - - X 
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Previous 
Studies (1) 

 Phacelia grandiflora Large-flower Phacelia - - - X 
 Phacelia  minor Wild Canterbury Bell - - - X 
 Phacelia parryi Parry's Phacelia - - - X 
 Phacelia ramosissima  Branching Phacelia - - - X 
 Pholistoma auritum  Fiesta Flower - - - X 
 Pholistoma racemosum White Fiesta Flower X - - - 
     
 FAMILY JUGLANDACEAE WALNUT FAMILY   
 Juglans californica  Southern California Black Walnut - - - X 
     
 FAMILY LAMIACEAE MINT FAMILY   

X Lamium amplexicaule Henbit - - - X 
 Lepechinia fragrans Fragrant Pitcher Sage X  

X Marrubium vulgare Horehound - - - X 
 Salvia apiana White Sage  - - - X 
 Salvia columbariae Chia  - - - X 
 Salvia leucophylla Purple Sage - - - X 
 Salvia mellifera Black Sage - - - X 
 Scutellaria tuberosa  Skullcap - - - X 
 Stachys albens White Hedge-nettle - - - X 
 Trichostema lanatum Woolly Bluecurls - - - X 
 Trichostema lanceolatum Vinegar Weed - - - X 
     
 FAMILY LAURACEAE LAUREL FAMILY   
 Umbellularia californica California Bay Laurel X - - - 
     
 FAMILY MALVACEAE MALLOW FAMILY   
 Malacothamnus fasciculatus Chaparral Mallow - - - X 

X Malva parviflora Cheeseweed  - - - X 
     
 FAMILY NYCTAGINACEAE FOUR O'CLOCK FAMILY   
 Mirabilis californica Wishbone Bush - - - X 



 

 

N
on

-n
at

iv
e 

 6
9/

34
0 

= 
20

%
 

SCIENTIFIC NAMES COMMON NAMES (340) 

20
03

:  
N

ew
 S

pe
ci

es
-N

ot
 

Pr
ev

io
us

ly
 O

bs
er

ve
d 

on
 

th
e 

R
an

ch
 

Previous 
Studies (1) 

 FAMILY OLEACEAE OLIVE FAMILY   
 Fraxinus dipetala California Ash - - - X 
     
 FAMILY ONAGRACEAE EVENING PRIMROSE FAM.   
 Camissonia californica Mustard Evening Primrose - - - X 
 Camissonia intermedia Sun Cup    - - - X 
 Camissonia micrantha Small Evening Primrose X - - - 
 Clarkia bottae Punchbowl Godetia - - - X 
 Clarkia epilobioides Canyon Godetia - - - X 
 Clarkia purpurea  Four-spot - - - X 
 Clarkia unguiculata Elegant Clarkia - - - X 
 Epilobium canum California Fuchsia - - - X 
 Epilobium ciliatum Willow-herb X* - - - 
     
 FAMILY OROBANCHACEAE BROOM-RAPE FAMILY   
 Orobanche fasciculata Clustered Broom-rape - - - X 
     
 FAMILY OXALIDACEAE OXALIS FAMILY   
 Oxalis albicans  California Wood-sorrel - - - X 
     
 FAMILY PAEONIACEAE PEONY FAMILY   
 Paeonia californica California Peony - - - X 
     
 FAMILY PAPAVERACEAE POPPY FAMILY   
 Dendromecon rigida Bush Poppy - - - X 
 Eschscholzia californica California Poppy - - - X 
 Stylomecon heterophylla Wind Poppy - - - X 
 FAMILY PLANTAGINACEAE PLANTAIN FAMILY   
 Plantago erecta Dwarf Plantain - - - X 

X Plantago lanceolata English Plantain X - - - 
X Plantago major Common Plantain - - - X 
     
 FAMILY PLATANACEAE SYCAMORE FAMILY   
 Platanus racemosa Western Sycamore - - - X 



 

 

N
on

-n
at

iv
e 

 6
9/

34
0 

= 
20

%
 

SCIENTIFIC NAMES COMMON NAMES (340) 

20
03

:  
N

ew
 S

pe
ci

es
-N

ot
 

Pr
ev

io
us

ly
 O

bs
er

ve
d 

on
 

th
e 

R
an

ch
 

Previous 
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 FAMILY POLEMONIACEAE PHLOX FAMILY   
 Eriastrum sapphirinum Sapphire Woolly-star - - - X 
 Gilia angelensis Grassland Gilia - - - X 
 Leptodactylon californicum Prickly Phlox X - - - 
 Linanthus liniflorus Great Basin Linanthus - - - X 
 Linanthus parviflorus Common Linanthus - - - X 
 Linanthus pigmaeus Pygmy Linanthus - - - X 
     
 FAMILY POLYGONACEAE BUCKWHEAT FAMILY   
 Chorizanthe staticoides Turkish Rugging - - - X 
 Eriogonum cinereum Ashy-leaf Buckwheat - - - X 
 Eriogonum elongatum Tall Buckwheat - - - X 
 Eriogonum fasciculatum  California Buckwheat - - - X 

X Polygonum arenastrum Common Knotweed - - - X 
 Pterostegia drymarioides Granny's Hairnet - - - X 

X Rumex crispus Curly Dock - - - X 
 Rumex salicifolius  Willow Dock - - - X 
     
 FAMILY PORTULACACEAE PURSLANE FAMILY   
 Calyptridium monandrum Pussy-paws - - - X 
 Claytonia perfoliata Miner's Lettuce - - - X 
     
 FAMILY PRIMULACEAE PRIMROSE FAMILY   

X Anagallis arvensis Scarlet Pimpernel - - - X 
 Dodecateon clevelandii Shooting Star - - - X 
     
 FAMILY RANUNCULACEAE BUTTERCUP FAMILY   
 Clematis lasiantha Pipestems X - - - 
 Delphinium cardinale Cardinal Larkspur - - - X 
 Delphinium parryi Parry's Larkspur - - - X 
 Delphinium patens Spreading Larkspur X - - - 
 Ranunculus californicus California Buttercup X - - - 
 Ranunculus hebecarpus Pubescent-fruit Buttercup - - - X 
 Thalictrum fendleri Meadow-rue X - - - 
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Previous 
Studies (1) 

 FAMILY RHAMNACEAE BUCKTHORN FAMILY   
 Ceanothus crassifolius Hoaryleaf Ceanothus - - - X 
 Ceanothus cuneatus Buckbrush - - - X 
 Ceanothus megacarpus Big-pod Ceanothus X - - - 
 Ceanothus oliganthus Ceanothus - - - X 
 Ceanothus spinosus Greenbark Ceanothus X - - - 
 Rhamnus californica California Coffeeberry - - - X 
 Rhamnus ilicifolia Holly-leaf Redberry - - - X 
     
 FAMILY ROSACEAE ROSE FAMILY   
 Adenostoma fasciculatum Chamise - - - X 
 Adenostoma sparsifolium Red Shank - - - X 
 Aphanes occidentalis Lady’s Mantle - - - X 
 Cercocarpus betuloides Mountain-mahogany - - - X 
 Heteromeles arbutifolia Christmas Berry X - - - 
 Potentilla glandulosa  Sticky Cinquefoil - - - X 
 Prunus ilicifolia Holly-leaf Cherry - - - X 
 Rosa californica California Rose - - - X 
     
 FAMILY RUBIACEAE MADDER FAMILY   
 Galium angustifolium Narrow-leaved Bedstraw - - - X 

X Galium aparine Goose Grass - - - X 
 Galium nuttallii San Diego Bedstraw - - - X 
     
 FAMILY SALICACEAE WILLOW FAMILY   
 Populus fremontii Fremont Cottonwood - - - X 
 Salix laevigata Red Willow - - - X 
 Salix lasiolepis Arroyo Willow - - - X 
     
 FAMILY SAXIFRAGACEAE SAXIFRAGE FAMILY   
 Lithophragma affine Woodland Star - - - X 
 Saxifraga californica California Saxifrage - - - X 
     
 FAMILY SCROPHULARIACEAE FIGWORT FAMILY   
 Antirrhinum multiflorum Bush Snapdragon - - - X 
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 Castilleja exserta Purple Owl's-clover - - - X 
 Castilleja foliolosa Woolly Indian Paintbrush - - - X 
 Collinsia heterophylla Chinese Houses - - - X 
 Cordylanthus rigidus Bird's Beak - - - X 
 Keckiella  cordifolia Climbing Bush Penstemon - - - X 
 Mimulus aurantiacus Bush Monkey Flower - - - X 
 Mimulus brevipes Yellow Monkey Flower - - - X 
 Mimulus guttatus Seep Monkey Flower - - - X 
 Pedicularis densiflora Indian Warrior - - - X 
 Penstemon centranthifolius Scarlet Bugler X - - - 
 Penstemon heterophyllus Foothill Penstemon - - - X 
 Penstemon spectabilis Showy Penstemon X - - - 

X Veronica anagallis-aquatica Water Speedwell - - - X 
 Veronica peregrina Purslane Speedwell - - - X 
     
 FAMILY SOLANACEAE NIGHTSHADE FAMILY   
 Datura wrightii Jimson Weed - - - X 

X Nicotiana glauca Tree Tobacco - - - X 
 Solanum douglasii Douglas' Nightshade - - - X 
 Solanum xanti Purple Nightshade - - - X 
     
 FAMILY URTICACEAE NETTLE FAMILY   
 Hesperocnide tenella Western Nettle - - - X 
 Parietaria hespera Pellitory - - - X 
 Urtica dioica  Hoary Nettle - - - X 
     
 FAMILY VALERIANACEAE VALERIAN FAMILY   
 Plectritis ciliosa Plectritis - - - X 
     
 FAMILY VERBENACEAE VERVAIN FAMILY   
 Verbena lasiotachys Western Vervain - - - X 

X Verbena tenuisecta South American Mock Vervain - - - X 
     
 FAMILY VIOLACEAE VIOLET FAMILY   
 Viola pedunculata Johnny-jump-up - - - X 
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Previous 
Studies (1) 

 FAMILY VITACEAE GRAPE FAMILY   
 Parthenocissus vitacea Woodbine X* - - - 
     
 Class Monocotyledones Monocots   
 FAMILY ARECACEAE  PALM FAMILY   
 Washingtonia sp.  Fan Palm X* - - - 
     
 FAMILY CYPERACEAE  SEDGE FAMILY   
 Eleocharis macrostachya Spike-sedge - - - X 
     
 FAMILY IRIDACEAE IRIS FAMILY   
 Sisyrinchium bellum Blue-eyed-grass - - - X 
     
 FAMILY JUNCACEAE RUSH FAMILY   
 Juncus bufonius var. bufonius Toad Rush - - - X 
 Juncus bufonius var. congestus Toad Rush - - - X 
 Juncus macrophyllus Long-leaf Rush - - - X 
 Juncus mexicanus Mexican Rush - - - X 
     
 FAMILY LEMNACEAE DUCKWEED FAMILY   
 Lemna minor Duckweed X* - - - 
     
 FAMILY LILIACEAE LILY FAMILY   
 Bloomeria crocea Common Goldenstar - - - X 
 Calochortus albus  White Globe Lily X - - - 
 Calochortus catalinae Catalina Mariposa Lily - - - X 
 Calochortus clavatus Yellow Lily X - - - 
 Chlorogalum pomeridianum Wavy-leaf Soap-plant - - - X 
 Dichelostemma capitatum  Blue Dicks - - - X 
 Fritillaria biflora Chocolate Lily - - - X 
 Yucca whipplei Our Lord's Candle - - - X 
 Zigadenus fremontii Fremont's Camas - - - X 
     
 FAMILY POACEAE GRASS FAMILY   
 Achnatherum coronatum Giant Stipa - - - X 
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X Avena barbata Slender Wild Oat - - - X 
X Avena fatua Wild Oat - - - X 
 Bothriochloa barbinodis Cane Bluestem - - - X 

X Bromus diandrus Ripgut Grass - - - X 
X Bromus hordeaceus Soft Chess - - - X 
X Bromus madritensis  Foxtail Chess - - - X 
X Bromus tectorum Cheat Grass  - - - X 
 Distichlis spicata Saltgrass - - - X 
 Hordeum intercedens Barley X - - - 

X Hordeum murinum  Hare Barley - - - X 
X Hordeum vulgare Barley - - - X 
X Lamarckia aurea Goldentop - - - X 
 Leptochloa uninervia Mexican Sprangletop X - - - 
 Leymus condensatus Giant Ryegrass - - - X 
 Melica californica Californica Melic - - - X 
 Melica imperfecta Coast Range Melic - - - X 
 Muhlenbergia microsperma Littleseen Muhly - - - X 
 Nassella lepida Foothill Needlegrass - - - X 
 Nassella pulchra Purple Needlegrass - - - X 

X Piptatherum miliaceum Smilo Grass - - - X 
 Poa secunda One-sided Bluegrass - - - X 

X Schismus arabicus Mediterranean Grass - - - X 
 Vulpia microstachys var. ciliata Eastwood Fescue - - - X 
 Vulpia microstachys var. microstachys Desert Fescue - - - X 
 Vulpia microstachys var. pauciflora Pacific Fescue - - - X 

X Vulpia myuros var. hirsuta Foxtail Fescue - - - X 
X Vulpia myuros var. myuros Rattail Fescue - - - X 
     
 FAMILY TYPHACEAE CATTAIL FAMILY   
 Typha domingensis Southern Cattail - - - X 

 



 
County of Los Angeles  July 2007 

 
 

 
 

Triangle Ranch   Technical Appendices  
Final Environmental Impact Report  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C-17 

 

Thomas Leslie Corporation, 
Results of Eight Protocol Least Bell’s Vireo and 

Five Protocol Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Surveys, 
August 11, 2004 



 

Mr. Chris Dellith, Fish and Wildlife Biologist August 11, 2004 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service 
Ventura Office 
2493 Portola Road, Suite B 
Ventura, California 93003 
Subject: Results of Eight Protocol Least Bell’s Vireo and Five Protocol Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 

Surveys 
Dear Mr. Dellith:  
Thomas Leslie Corporation (TLC) was retained to determine the presence or absence of the following bird species 
within the boundaries of Triangle Ranch Property (see Figures 1, 2 and 3): 
• Least Bell’s Vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus; LBV) - state and federally listed endangered. 
• Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax extimus traillii; WIFL) - state and federally listed endangered. 

This report of findings (A) summarizes results of the eight presence/absence LBV surveys and five 
presence/absence WIFL surveys, (B) identifies the location of the ranch property, (C) describes the methodologies 
of the protocol surveys, (D) identifies potentially suitable LBV and WIFL habitat, (E) characterizes the existing 
plant communities of the property and (F) makes recommendations for further LBV/WIFL surveys. 

A. SUMMARY OF SURVEYS RESULTS 
• No LBV or WIFL were observed, within 5.9± acres of Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian habitat, along a 

0.57-mile long reach of Medea Creek, during eight focused LBV, and five focused WIFL surveys conducted 
between April 11 and July 15, 2004. None were observed onsite during protocol LBV and WIFL surveys 
performed in 1999 (PCR, 1999; TWBS, 1999). 

• No evidence, of LBV or WIFL breeding (nesting), was observed within the LBV/WIFL survey area. 

• No state records for the LBV or WIFL are present within the boundaries of the LBV/WIFL survey area, or the 
entire 320± acres Triangle Ranch property. None are recorded within the entire Calabasas, Calif. and Thousand 
Oaks, Calif., USGS quadrangles (CDFG, 2004a, b, c). 

• Brown-headed Cowbirds (Molothrus ater) were not observed onsite in 2004. 

B. SURVEY AREA LOCATION 
The 320± acres Triangle Ranch property (ranch property) is located in the County of Los Angeles, California. The 
Ventura Freeway (U.S. Highway 101; Hwy. 101) provides regional access to the ranch property. The ranch property 
can be reached by exiting Hwy. 101 at Kanan Road (County Highway N9). Once on Kanan Road, proceed southerly 
0.5± miles to the northern end of LBV/WIFL survey area (northerly property boundary). 
• Figure 1 illustrates the boundaries of the ranch property on the 2003 Thomas Guide Los Angeles and Ventura 

Counties Street Guide and Directory on detail map page 557, map coordinate J-7 and map page 558, map 
coordinates A-6, A-7, B-6, B-7, C-7 and D-7. 

• Figure 2 plots the boundaries of the property in Sections 26, 27, 28 and 29, Township 1 North, Range 18 West 
of the Thousand Oaks and Calabasas, Calif., United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangles.  

• Figures 1 and 2 also illustrate the approximate location of 2004 LBV/WIFL survey area within the boundaries 
of the ranch property. 
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C. METHODOLOGIES 
C-1. Survey Protocols 
LBV Surveys: The eight 2004 LBV surveys were performed in accordance with the Service’s January 
19, 2001 revised Least Bell’s Vireo Survey Guidelines which require the following: (1) surveying all 
potential LBV habitats “at least eight (8) times during the period from April 10 to July 31,” (2) “site 
visits should be conducted at least 10 days apart”, (3) “surveys shall be conducted between dawn and 
11:00 a.m.” and (4) “surveyors should not survey more than 3 linear kilometers or more than 50 hectares 
(125± acres) of habitat on any given survey day.” The 5.9± acre LBV survey area encompassed less than 
50 hectares. 

WIFL Surveys: The five 2004 WIFL surveys were performed in accordance with the Service’s 2000 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Protocol Revision 2000 which require the following: (1) in order to 
assess project-related impacts, conduct a minimum of five surveys, (2) conduct at least one survey during 
period of May 15 to May 31, at least one survey during period of June 1 to June 21 and at least three 
surveys during period of June 22 to July 17, (3) surveys must be “at least five days apart,” (4) survey 
should begin “as soon as there is enough light to safely walk” and end “by about 0900-1000.” Although 
maximum acreages of survey area are not specified in the WIFL survey protocols, it was assumed to be 
the same as for LBV: no more than 3 linear kilometers or 50 hectares (125± acres) of habitat. The 5.9± 
acre WIFL survey area, the same as the LBV survey area, encompassed less than 50 hectares. 

Willow Flycatcher Survey and Detection Forms: A Willow Flycatcher Survey and Detection Form 
(Revised April 2004), provided in Appendix A, specifically documents conditions during performance of 
each of the five May, June and July 2004 WIFL surveys. 

Pre-Survey Notification: Pre-survey notification was faxed to the Service on March 16, 2004, informing 
the Service that focused LBV and WIFL surveys would be conducted on the property, starting April 11, 
2004 (TLC, 2004a). The Service called Tom Leslie on March 17, 2004 to acknowledge/discuss the pre-
survey notification (Dellith, 2004, pers.comm.). 

C-2. Survey Conditions 
The conditions of each LBV/WIFL survey day, including temperature, weather, and wind were recorded 
in hand written field notes. Table 1 summarizes the conditions of each of the eight survey days. All bird 
species, identified during performance of the eight LBV and five WIFL surveys, were also recorded in 
the hand written field notes. The hand written field notes were transcribed to computerized project files 
and used to prepare this report of findings. A list, of the 30 bird species detected on the property (seen 
and/or heard), during performance of the eight LBV and five WIFL surveys, is provided in Appendix B. 

Photo Plates: Four color photographs of representative portions of the property, documenting the 
existing conditions of the 5.9± acre LBV/WIFL survey areas, are located on the Photo Plates provided in 
Appendix C of this report. 

C-3. Survey Dates 
As documented by Table 1, the eight LBV and five WIFL surveys were conducted between April 11 and 
July 15, 2004 on the following dates: 
• Eight LBV surveys were conducted before 1100 hours on April 11 and 26, May 15 and 25, June 6 

and 22 and July 3 and 15, 2004. 
• Five WIFL surveys were conducted before 1000 hours on May 15, June 6 and 22 and July 3 and 15, 

2004. 



 

Table 1: Summary of Survey Dates, Hours, Field Conditions and Survey Personnel 

WEATHER CONDITIONS 
Survey 
Hours Temperature in 

Degrees Fahrenheit* 
Wind Speed 

in Miles Per Hour* 
Survey  
Date 

Species 
Surveyed 

for 
Start End Start End Start End 

Ambient Survey Conditions 
Surveyors

** 

1. April 11, 2004  

(4.0 Person hrs.) 
LBV 0930 1130 73.1 84.5 0.5 1.0 

Clear cloudless skies; breezes light throughout the 
survey. 

TAL 
NVL 

2. April 26, 2004 

(3.0 Person hrs.) 
LBV 0700 1000 60.7 89.6 0.3 0.0 

Sunny skies; high thin cirrus clouds; nearly imperceptible 
breezes throughout the survey. TAL 

LBV 0700 1100 3. May 15, 2004 

(4.0 Person hrs.) WIFL 0700 1000 
63.1 86.3 0.9 1.2 

Clear cloudless skies; light breezes throughout the 
survey. TAL 

4. May 25, 2004 

(3.75 Person hrs.) 
LBV 0700 1045 61.9 65.4 0.0 2.1 

Skies cloudy with sunshine breaking through 
intermittently; no breeze; humidity high (60%) at the 
beginning of the survey. Completely overcast, no sun and 
light breezes by the end of the survey. 

TAL 

LBV 0700 1100 5. June 6, 2004 

(4.0 Person hrs.) WIFL 0700 1000 
60.9 75.4 1.1 1.4 

“June gloom” marine overcast; occasional light breeze 
throughout the survey. TAL 

LBV 0700 1100 6. June 22, 2004 

(4.0 Person hrs.) WIFL 0700 1000 
61.8 63.3 3.7 3.3 

“June gloom” marine overcast; occasional light breeze 
throughout the survey. TAL 

LBV 0700 1100 7. July 3, 2004 
(4.0 Person hrs.) WIFL 0700 1000 

64.0 74.4 0.0 2.7 
Overcast (inversion layer); no breezes at the beginning of 
the survey. Skies clearing with bright sunshine and 
intermittent breezes by the end of the survey 

TAL 

LBV 0700 1100 8. July 15, 2004 

 (4.0 Person hrs.) WIFL 0700 1000 
69.1 83.5 0.4 1.7 

Partially cloudy skies (rain forecast but none during 
survey); humidity 41%; light breezes throughout the 
survey. 

TAL 

∗  = Although the weather conditions during the surveys varied, they were conducive to reasonable levels of bird activity on all thirteen survey days. Temperatures and wind 
speeds were measured with a Kestrel 2000 Pocket Thermo Wind Meter. 

∗∗  = SURVEYORS: 

TAL = Thomas A. Leslie, T & E Permit # TE-781384-4  
NVL = Nadya V. Leslie, authorized supervised individual under permit # TE-781384-4 
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C-4. Survey Personnel 
The April-July 2004 surveys were performed by Thomas A. Leslie (MS/BS Biology), under the 
authorization of his current U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 10(a)(1)(A) recovery permit for 
threatened and endangered species (TE-781384-4; expires 05/09/2005). In addition, Mr. Leslie holds a 
current California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
authorizing to conduct surveys for the CAGN and the WIFL (expires 5/31/05).  
Mrs. Nadya Leslie (MS Biology) assisted Mr. Leslie with the April 11, 2004 survey. Mrs. Leslie is listed 
on Mr. Leslie’s 10(a)(1)(A) recovery permit as an “authorized individual” and therefore she may conduct 
activities pursuant to permit TE-781384-4 under the direct onsite supervision of Mr. Leslie. 
C-5. Survey Areas 
The eight LBV surveys and five WIFL surveys were performed within the potentially suitable habitat, on 
each survey day:  
• Eight LBV and five WIFL surveys were performed within 5.9± acres of disjunct riparian habitat 

along a 0.57-mile long reach of Medea Creek in the northern portion of the Triangle Ranch property 
(see Figures 1, 2 and 3). 

• Surveys involved walking slowly and methodically, through and around the peripheries of the 
disjunct suitable habitat patches each survey day. 

• A combination of taped WIFL vocalizations, and “pishing,” were used during the WIFL surveys.  
• Although, “pishing” was used during the LBV surveys, taped LBV vocalizations were not used. 
D. POTENTIALLY SUITABLE LBV AND WIFL HABITAT 
LBV Habitat: LBV prefers willow-dominated riparian habitat with a lush understory vegetation, that is 
in high quality 5-10 year-old early succession stage. A low, dense shrub layer is considered essential for 
nesting, and a large degree of vertical stratification is preferred. 5.9± acres of unoccupied LBV habitat is 
present within the boundaries of the property. 
WIFL Habitat: WIFL occurs in riparian habitats along rivers, streams, or other wetlands, “where dense 
growths of willows (Salix sp.), Baccharis, arrowweed (Pluchea sp.), tamarisk (Tamarix sp.) or other 
plants are present, often with a scattered overstory of cottonwood (Populus sp.).” This species prefers 
“areas with surface water nearby” (FWS, 1993). Almost all Southwestern Willow Flycatcher breeding 
habitats are within close proximity (less than 20 yards) of water or very saturated soil (SWFS, Undated). 
5.9± acres of unoccupied WIFL habitat is present within the boundaries of the property. 
E. PLANT COMMUNITIES OF THE PROPERTY 
The following habitats and vegetational types were identified onsite: 
• Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest  
• Coast Live Oak Woodland 
• Coastal Sage Scrub 
• Non-native Grassland 
• Residential/Urban/Exotic  
The LBV/WIFL surveys were performed within the suitable 5.9-acre Southern Cottonwood-Willow 
Riparian Forest. The location of the LBV/WIFL survey area is illustrated on Figures 1 and 2. 
The onsite Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest is dominated by Fremont Cottonwood 
(Populus fremontii), Red Willow (Salix laevigata) and Arroyo Willow (S. lasiolepis), Coast Live Oak 
(Quercus agrifolia) and Sycamore (Platanus racemosa). Understory layer species include Mule Fat 
(Baccharis salicifolia), Blue Elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), Poison Hemlock (Conium maculatum), 
Mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana) and Woodbine (Parthenocissus vitacea). 



 

TPA-081104-LBV/WIFL Survey Results 7 TLC 

F. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER CAGN/LBV/WIFL SURVEYS 

• The results of protocol LBV/WIFL surveys are valid for one year.  

• Follow-up surveys will need to be performed during the April to July 2005 LBV/WIFL survey season 
to confirm the continued absence of LBV and WIFL from the property in 2005. 

Please call if you have any questions regarding this report of findings. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
THOMAS LESLIE CORPORATION 

Thomas A. Leslie,  
President/ MS-BS Biology: T&E Permit 781384-4 (expires 5-09-05); CDFG MOU (expires 5-31-05) 
TAL/nvl 
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2004 
WILLOW FLYCATCHER 

 SURVEY AND  
DETECTION FORM 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Willow Flycatcher Survey and Detection Form (revised April, 2004) 
 
Site Name  Triangle Ranch  State  California County  Los Angeles   
 
USGS Quad Name  Calabasas and Thousand Oaks  Elevation  811 -831 feet / meters (circle one) 
 
Is copy of USGS map marked with survey area and WIFL sightings attached (as required)?  X  Yes  No 
 
Site Coordinates:  Start: N  3778785m E  337785m UTM Datum NAD27  

Stop: N  3778315m E  338026m UTM  Zone  11  
 

** Fill in additional site information on back of this page ** 
 

 
Survey #  

 
Observer(s) 
(Full Name) 

 
Date (m/d/y)  

 
Survey time 

 
Number 
of Adult 
WIFLs  

 
Estimated 
Number 
of Pairs 

 
Estimated 
Number of 
Territories 

 
Nest(s) 
Found? 
Y or N 

 
Cowbirds 
Detected? 

Y or N 

 
Presence of 
Livestock, 
Recent sign 

Y or N 

 
Comments about this survey 

(e.g., evidence of pairs or 
breeding, number of nests, 
nest contents or number of 

fledges seen; potential 
threats) 

 
1. 
 
   Tom Leslie   

                          

 
Date    05/15 
 
start    0700 
 
stop     1000 
 
total hrs  3.0  

0 0 0 N N N N/A 

 
2. 
 
   Tom Leslie      

                            

 
Date    06/06 
 
start    0700 
 
stop     1000 
 
total hrs  3.0  

0 0 0 N N N N/A 

 
3. 
 
   Tom Leslie      

                            

 
Date    06/22 
 
start    0700 
 
stop     1000 
 
total hrs   3.0  

0 0 0 N N N N/A 

 
4. 
 
   Tom Leslie      

                            

 
Date    07/03 
 
start    0700 
 
stop     1000 
 
total hrs  3.0 

0 0 0 N N N N/A 

 
5. 
 
   Tom Leslie      

                            

 
Date    07/15 
 
start    0700 
 
stop     1000 
 
total hrs  3.0 

0 0 0 N N N N/A 

 
Adults 

 
Pairs 

 
Territories 

 
Nests 

 
Overall Site Summary 
(Total only resident WIFLs) 
 
Total survey hrs    15.0  

0 0 0 0 

 
Were any WIFLs color-banded?    Yes     No    N/A 
 
If yes, report color combination(s) in the comments section 
on back of form 

Reporting Individual  Thomas A. Leslie      Date Report Completed  August 11, 2004  
US Fish and Wildlife Service Permit #  TE-781384-4  AZ Game and Fish Department (or other state) Permit #  CDFG MOU   

 (exp. 5-31-05)  
Submit original form by August 1st.  Retain a copy for your records. 



Fill in the following information completely.  Submit original form by August 1st.  Retain copy for your records. 
 

Name of Reporting Individual  Thomas A. Leslie  Phone #   (909) 296-6232  
 
Affiliation  Thomas Leslie Corporation  Email  tlescorp@aol.com  
 
Site Name Triangle Ranch  Date Report Completed August 11, 2004  

 

Did you verify that this site name is consistent with that used in previous years?  Yes    No   (circle one)  

If name is different, what name(s) was used in the past?  Live Oak Ranch Property (TWBS, 1999)  

If site was surveyed last year, did you survey the same general area this year? Yes / No If no, summarize in comments below. 

Did you survey the same general area during each visit to this site this year? Yes / No If no, summarize in comments below. 
 
 
Management Authority for Survey Area (circle one):  Federal     Municipal/County      State     Tribal     Private  
 
Name of Management Entity or Owner (e.g., Tonto National Forest)  Sage Community Group  
 
 
Length of area surveyed:  0.57 mi (0.9 km) (specify units, e.g., miles = mi, kilometers = km, meters = m) 
 
Vegetation Characteristics: Overall, are the species in tree/shrub layer at this site comprised predominantly of (check one): 

 X  Native broadleaf plants (entirely or almost entirely, includes high-elevation willow)  

   Mixed native and exotic plants (mostly native) 

   Mixed native and exotic plants (mostly exotic)  

   Exotic/introduced plants (entirely or almost entirely) 
 
Identify the 2-3 predominant tree/shrub species:  Populus fremontii, Salix laevigata, S. lasiolepis  
 
Average height of canopy (Do not put a range):  20 feet  (specify units) 
 
Was surface water or saturated soil present at or adjacent to site?    Yes   No    (circle one) 
Distance from the site to surface water or saturated soil:  ran the entire length of the 0.57-mile long survey area (see Photo Plate  
  No. 2b)  (specify units) 
 
Did hydrological conditions change significantly among visits (did the site flood or dry out)?    Yes   No     (circle one) 
If yes, describe in comments section below. 
 
Remember to attach a copy of a USGS quad/topographical map (REQUIRED) of the survey area, outlining the survey site and location 
of WIFL detections. Also include a sketch or aerial photograph showing details of site location, patch shape, survey route in relation to 
patch, and location of any willow flycatchers or willow flycatcher nests detected.  Such sketches or photographs are welcomed, but DO 
NOT substitute for the required USGS quad map. 
 
Comments (attach additional sheets if necessary):    
   
 
WIFL Detection Locations: N/A since none observed 

Date Detected N UTM E UTM Date Detected N UTM E UTM 
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2004 

BIRD SPECIES LIST 
 
 
 

FOR 
TRIANGLE RANCH PROPERTY 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



 

 

SCIENTIFIC NAMES COMMON NAMES 

CLASS AVES BIRDS (30) 
FAMILY ACCIPITRIDAE BUTEOS, KITES, HARRIERS 
Accipiter cooperi Cooper's Hawk (CDFG Special Concern Species) 
Buteo jamaicensis Red-tailed Hawk  
    
FAMILY CATHARTIDAE NEW WORLD VULTURES 
Cathartes aura Turkey Vulture 
    
FAMILY FALCONIDAE FALCONS AND CARACARAS 
Falco sparverius American Kestrel 
    
FAMILY ODONTOPHORIDAE NEW WORLD QUAILS 
Callipepla californica California Quail 
    
FAMILY ARDEIDAE HERONS AND BITTERNS 
Ardea herodias Great Blue Heron 
Casmerodius albus Great or Common Egret 
Nycticorax nycticorax Black-crowned Night Heron 
    
FAMILY COLUMBIDAE PIGEON AND DOVES 
Columba livia Rock Dove 
Zenaida macroura Mourning Dove 
    
FAMILY CUCULIDAE CUCKOOS, ANIS, AND ROADRUNNERS 
Geococcyx californianus Greater Roadrunner 
    
FAMILY TROCHILIDAE HUMMINGBIRDS 
Calypte anna Anna's Hummingbird 
    
FAMILY PICIDAE WOODPECKERS 
Picoides nuttallii Nuttall's Woodpecker 
    
FAMILY TYRANNIDAE TYRANT FLYCATCHERS 
Sayornis nigricans Black Phoebe 
Tyrannus vericalis Western Kingbird 



 

 

 

SCIENTIFIC NAMES COMMON NAMES 

FAMILY HIRUNDINIDAE SWALLOWS 
Hirundo pyrrhonota Cliff Swallow 
    
FAMILY CORVIDAE JAYS, MAGPIES, AND CROWS 
Aphelocoma californica Western Scrub-jay 
Corvus brachyrhynchos American Crow 
Corvus corax Common Raven 
    
FAMILY PARIDAE TITMICE  
Baelophus inornatus Oak Titmouse 
    
FAMILY TROGLODYTIDAE WRENS 
Thryomanes bewickii Bewick's Wren 
    
FAMILY MIMIDAE MOCKINGBIRDS AND THRASHERS 
Mimus polyglottos Northern Mockingbird 
Toxostoma redivivum California Thrasher 
    
FAMILY PTILOGONATIDAE SILKY FLYCATCHER 
Phainopepla nitens Phainopepla 
   
FAMILY ICTERIDAE BLACKBIRDS AND ORIOLES 
Icterus bullockii Bullock's Oriole 
Sturnella neglecta Western Meadowlark 
    
FAMILY FRINGILLIDAE FINCHES 
Carduelis tristis American Goldfinch 
Carpodacus mexicanus House Finch 
Carduelis psaltria Lesser Goldfinch 
    
FAMILY EMBERIZIDAE SPARROWS 
Pipilo maculatus Spotted Towhee 
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2004 
PHOTO PLATE  

NOS. 1 and 2 
 

 

FOR 
TRIANGLE RANCH PROPERTY 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 



PHOTO PLATE NO. 1 

 
1a. Northerly view, if the northern portion of the Least Bell’s Vireo (Vireo bellii 

pusillus; LBV) and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax extimus 
traillii; WIFL) survey area, toward the point where Medea Creek and the 
northern boundary of the Triangle Ranch property intersect. Southern 
Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest (SCWRF) habitat borders the northerly 
0.57± mile portion of Medea Creek (06/06/04). 

 
1b. Southerly view, of the southerly end of the 5.9-acre (0.57± mile long) 

LBV/WIFL survey area (06/06/04). 



PHOTO PLATE NO. 2 

 

2a. Easterly view, across the SCWRF habitat of the LBV/WIFL survey area, 
toward Cornell Road (06/06/04). 

 

2b. Close-up view, of the flowing waters of Medea Creek and the bordering 
SCWRF habitat, of the LBV/WIFL survey area (04/11/04). 



 
County of Los Angeles  July 2007 
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Appendix C-18 
 

County of Los Angeles Fire Department, 
Oak Tree Permit #97-178, Live Oak Ranch Project, 

September 1, 2006. 
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Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Designation 
of Critical Habitat for Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 

lyonii 
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Part II 

Department of the 
Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

50 CFR Part 17 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Designation of Critical Habitat for 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii; Final Rule 

VerDate Aug<31>2005 20:04 Nov 13, 2006 Jkt 211001 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 4717 Sfmt 4717 E:\FR\FM\14NOR2.SGM 14NOR2rw
ilk

in
s 

on
 P

R
O

D
1P

C
63

 w
ith

 R
U

LE
S

_2



66374 Federal Register / Vol. 71, No. 219 / Tuesday, November 14, 2006 / Rules and Regulations 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

50 CFR Part 17 

RIN 1018–AU51 

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants; Designation of Critical 
Habitat for Astragalus brauntonii and 
Pentachaeta lyonii 

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Interior. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service), are 
designating critical habitat for the 
Astragalus brauntonii (Braunton’s milk- 
vetch) and Pentachaeta lyonii (Lyon’s 
pentachaeta) pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (Act). For A. brauntonii, 
approximately 3,300 acres (ac) (1,337 
hectares (ha)) fall within the boundaries 
of the critical habitat designation. The 
critical habitat for A. brauntonii is 
located in Ventura, Los Angeles, and 
Orange Counties, California. For P. 
lyonii, approximately 3,396 ac (1,372 
ha) fall within the boundaries of the 
critical habitat designation. The critical 
habitat for P. lyonii is located in Ventura 
and Los Angeles Counties, California. 
DATES: This rule becomes effective on 
December 14, 2006. 
ADDRESSES: Comments and materials 
received, as well as supporting 
documentation used in the preparation 
of this final rule, are available for public 
inspection, by appointment, during 
normal business hours, in the branch of 
Endangered Species, at the Ventura Fish 
and Wildlife Office, 2493 Portola Road, 
Suite B, Ventura, CA 93003. The final 
rule, economic analysis, and map are 
also available on the Internet at http:// 
www.fws.gov/ventura. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Diane Noda, Field Supervisor, Ventura 
Fish and Wildlife Office, at the address 
in ADDRESSES (telephone 805/644–1766; 
facsimile 805/644–3958). Persons who 
use a telecommunications device for the 
deaf (TDD) may call the Federal 
Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 
800–877–8339, 7 days a week and 24 
hours a day. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Role of Critical Habitat in Actual 
Practice of Administering and 
Implementing the Act 

Attention to and protection of habitat 
are paramount to successful 
conservation actions. The role that 
designation of critical habitat plays in 

protecting habitat of listed species, 
however, is often misunderstood. As 
discussed in more detail below in the 
discussion of exclusions under section 
4(b)(2) of the Act, there are significant 
limitations on the regulatory effect of 
designation under section 7(a)(2) of the 
Act. In brief, (1) designation provides 
additional protection to habitat only 
where there is a federal nexus; (2) the 
protection is relevant only when, in the 
absence of designation, destruction or 
adverse modification of the critical 
habitat would in fact take place (in other 
words, other statutory or regulatory 
protections, policies, or other factors 
relevant to agency decision-making 
would not prevent the destruction or 
adverse modification); and (3) 
designation of critical habitat triggers 
the prohibition of destruction or adverse 
modification of that habitat, but it does 
not require specific actions to restore or 
improve habitat. 

Currently, only 476 species, or 36 
percent of the 1,311 listed species in the 
United States under the jurisdiction of 
the Service, have designated critical 
habitat. We address the habitat needs of 
all 1,311 listed species through 
conservation mechanisms such as 
listing, section 7 consultations, the 
section 4 recovery planning process, the 
section 9 protective prohibitions of 
unauthorized take, section 6 funding to 
the States, the section 10 incidental take 
permit process, and cooperative, 
nonregulatory efforts with private 
landowners. The Service believes that it 
is these measures that may make the 
difference between extinction and 
survival for many species. 

In considering exclusions of areas 
originally proposed for designation, we 
evaluated the benefits of designation in 
light of Gifford Pinchot Task Force v. 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
378 F.3d 1059 (9th Cir 2004) 
(hereinafter Gifford Pinchot). In that 
case, the Ninth Circuit invalidated the 
Service’s regulation defining 
‘‘destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat.’’ In response, on 
December 9, 2004, the Director issued 
guidance to be considered in making 
section 7 adverse modification 
determinations. This critical habitat 
designation does not use the invalidated 
regulation in our consideration of the 
benefits of including areas in this final 
designation. The Service will carefully 
manage future consultations that 
analyze impacts to designated critical 
habitat, particularly those that appear to 
be resulting in an adverse modification 
determination. Such consultations will 
be reviewed by the Regional Office prior 
to finalizing to ensure that an adequate 

analysis has been conducted that is 
informed by the Director’s guidance. 

On the other hand, to the extent that 
designation of critical habitat provides 
protection, that protection can come at 
significant social and economic cost. In 
addition, the mere administrative 
process of designation of critical habitat 
is expensive, time-consuming, and 
controversial. The current statutory 
framework of critical habitat, combined 
with past judicial interpretations of the 
statute, make critical habitat the subject 
of excessive litigation. As a result, 
critical habitat designations are driven 
by litigation and courts rather than 
biology, and made at a time and under 
a time frame that limits our ability to 
obtain and evaluate the scientific and 
other information required to make the 
designation most meaningful. 

In light of these circumstances, the 
Service believes that additional agency 
discretion would allow our focus to 
return to those actions that provide the 
greatest benefit to the species most in 
need of protection. 

Procedural and Resource Difficulties in 
Designating Critical Habitat 

We have been inundated with 
lawsuits for our failure to designate 
critical habitat, and we face a growing 
number of lawsuits challenging critical 
habitat determinations once they are 
made. These lawsuits have subjected the 
Service to an ever-increasing series of 
court orders and court-approved 
settlement agreements, compliance with 
which now consumes nearly the entire 
listing program budget. This leaves the 
Service with little ability to prioritize its 
activities to direct scarce listing 
resources to the listing program actions 
with the most biologically urgent 
species conservation needs. 

The consequence of the critical 
habitat litigation activity is that limited 
listing funds are used to defend active 
lawsuits, to respond to Notices of Intent 
(NOIs) to sue relative to critical habitat, 
and to comply with the growing number 
of adverse court orders. As a result, 
listing petition responses, the Service’s 
own proposals to list critically 
imperiled species, and final listing 
determinations on existing proposals are 
all significantly delayed. 

The accelerated schedules of court- 
ordered designations have left the 
Service with limited ability to provide 
for public participation or to ensure a 
defect-free rulemaking process before 
making decisions on listing and critical 
habitat proposals, due to the risks 
associated with noncompliance with 
judicially imposed deadlines. This in 
turn fosters a second round of litigation 
in which those who fear adverse 
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impacts from critical habitat 
designations challenge those 
designations. The cycle of litigation 
appears endless, and is expensive, thus 
diverting resources from conservation 
actions that may provide relatively more 
benefit to imperiled species. 

The costs resulting from the 
designation include legal costs, the cost 
of preparation and publication of the 
designation, the analysis of the 
economic effects and the cost of 
requesting and responding to public 
comment, and in some cases the costs 
of compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 
U.S.C. 4371 et seq.). These costs, which 
are not required for many other 
conservation actions, directly reduce the 
funds available for direct and tangible 
conservation actions. 

Background 
It is our intent to discuss only those 

topics directly relevant to the 
designation of critical habitat in this 
rule. For more information on 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii, refer to the proposed critical 
habitat published in the Federal 
Register on November 10, 2005 (70 FR 
68982), and the final listing rule 
published on January 29, 1997 (62 FR 
4172). 

Previous Federal Actions 
For more information concerning 

previous Federal actions concerning 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii, refer to the proposed designation 
of critical habitat published in the 
Federal Register on November 10, 2005 
(70 FR 68982). On January 27, 2003, our 
decision not to designate critical habitat 
for A. brauntonii and P. lyonii was 
challenged in Center for Biological 
Diversity v. Norton (Case No. 03–CV– 
0198–IEG (S.D.Cal.). On July 28, 2003, 
the Court entered a settlement 
agreement, in which the Service agreed 
to submit for publication a proposal to 
withdraw the existing ‘‘not prudent’’ 
determination together with a new 
proposed critical habitat determination 
for both species by November 1, 2005. 
On November 10, 2005, we published a 
proposed rule to designate 
approximately 3,638 ac (1,471 ha) of 
critical habitat in 6 units in Ventura, Los 
Angeles, and Orange Counties, 
California, for A. brauntonii, and 
approximately 4,212 ac (1,703 ha) of 
critical habitat in 7 units in Ventura and 
Los Angeles Counties, California for P. 
lyonii (70 FR 68982). On July 21, 2006, 
we published a notice announcing the 
availability of the draft economic 
analysis (DEA), and reopening of the 
public comment period (71 FR 41410). 

This comment period closed on August 
21, 2006. 

Summary of Comments and 
Recommendations 

We requested written comments from 
the public on the proposed designation 
of critical habitat for Astragalus 
brauntonii and Pentachaeta lyonii in the 
proposed rule published on November 
10, 2005 (70 FR 68982). We also 
contacted appropriate Federal, State, 
and local agencies; scientific 
organizations; and other interested 
parties and invited them to comment on 
the proposed rule. The initial comment 
period ended January 9, 2006. We 
published newspaper notices on July 6, 
2006, in the Ventura County Star, 
Ventura, California; and in the Yorba 
Linda Star, Orange County, California, 
inviting public comment on the 
economic analysis and proposed critical 
habitat designation. We did not receive 
any requests for a public hearing. 

During the comment period that 
opened on November 10, 2005, and 
closed on January 9, 2006, we received 
10 comments directly addressing the 
proposed critical habitat designation: 5 
from peer reviewers, 1 from a Federal 
agency, and 4 from organizations or 
individuals. During the comment period 
that opened on July 21, 2006, and closed 
on August 21, 2006, we received five 
comments directly addressing the 
proposed critical habitat designation 
and the draft economic analysis. Of 
these latter comments, one was from a 
Federal agency, one was from a State 
agency, and three were from 
organizations or individuals. Fourteen 
commenters supported the designation 
of critical habitat for Astragalus 
brauntonii and Pentachaeta lyonii, and 
one commenter did not express support 
or opposition to the designation but 
requested that the lands under their 
ownership be excluded from the 
designation of critical habitat under 
section 4(b)(2) of the Act. All comments 
and new information relating to the 
proposed critical habitat designation for 
A. brauntonii and P. lyonii are 
addressed in the following summary 
and incorporated into the final rule as 
appropriate. 

Peer Review 
In accordance with our policy 

published on July 1, 1994 (59 FR 
34270), we solicited expert opinions 
from seven knowledgeable individuals 
with scientific expertise that included 
familiarity with the species, the 
geographic region in which the species 
occurs, and conservation biology 
principles. We received responses from 
five of the peer reviewers. The peer 

reviewers generally concurred with our 
methods and conclusions and provided 
additional information, clarifications, 
and suggestions to improve the final 
critical habitat rule. Peer reviewer 
comments are addressed in the 
following summary and incorporated 
into the final rule as appropriate. 

We reviewed all comments received 
from the peer reviewers and the public 
for substantive issues and new 
information regarding critical habitat for 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii, and address them in the 
following summary. 

Peer Reviewer Comments 
1. Comment: A peer reviewer 

disagreed with our assertion that fire 
suppression was a threat to Astragalus 
brauntonii and Pentachaeta lyonii. He 
stated that despite efforts to suppress 
fires in coastal southern California, the 
present frequency of fires, which is 
every 15 years or less, is substantially 
higher than historically, which is 
thought to be every 50 to 100 years. This 
current fire frequency has resulted in 
displacing native shrubs with non- 
native grasses that are competitively 
superior to A. brauntonii and P. lyonii. 
Therefore, he recommended that 
management of critical habitat areas 
emphasize the need for preventing 
excessive fires. 

Our Response: We agree that 
excessive fires should be prevented in 
critical habitat areas. We note that 
Astragalus brauntonii responds 
favorably to fire because it triggers 
germination of dormant seeds. However, 
if fires are too frequent, this benefit may 
be outweighed by the risk of conversion 
to non-native grasslands. We recognize 
that the long dormant period for seeds 
suggests that frequent fires are not 
necessary to ensure persistence, and 
thus frequent fires should not be 
encouraged. Instead, the management 
goal should be to maintain those 
conditions to which the species is 
adapted. Contrary to the reviewer’s 
assertion, we did not list fire 
suppression as a threat to Pentachaeta 
lyonii. Invasion of non-native plants and 
annual grasses is a major threat to both 
species, and therefore, excessive fires 
should be prevented in critical habitat 
for both species. We have removed fire 
suppression as a threat to A. brauntonii 
in the final designation. 

2. Comment: A peer reviewer 
disagreed with the Service’s statement 
that ‘‘critical habitat provides relatively 
little additional protection to listed 
species,’’ because designation of critical 
habitat includes information about the 
primary constituent elements the 
species needs for persistence and 
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recovery. This information can be used 
by Federal and non-Federal agencies to 
develop a basic landscape scale long- 
term conservation strategy for the 
species. 

Our Response: The section referenced 
by the reviewer is intended to be a 
general statement regarding our position 
on the designation of critical habitat. As 
discussed in the preamble of this and 
other critical habitat designation rules, 
we believe that, in most cases, 
conservation mechanisms provided 
through section 7, the section 4 recovery 
planning process, the section 9 
protective prohibitions of unauthorized 
take, section 6 funding to the States, the 
section 10 incidental take permit 
process, and cooperative programs with 
private and public landowners and 
Tribes provide greater incentives and 
conservation benefits than does the 
designation of critical habitat. 
Furthermore, while we agree critical 
habitat designations include species 
specific information that can be used by 
Federal and non-Federal agencies to 
develop a basic landscape scale long- 
term conservation strategy for a species, 
agencies may obtain similar types of 
information from other Service 
documents, such as species recovery 
plans. 

3. Comment: A peer reviewer 
commented that the proposed critical 
habitat rule did not discuss the 
Incidental Take permit for Pentachaeta 
lyonii pursuant to Fish and Game Code 
Section 1081 that is currently being 
processed for the Lake Sherwood Area 
Plan in Ventura County. The peer 
reviewer stated that most of the western 
portion of Unit 3c is addressed in the 
plan. 

Our Response: We are aware of the 
State of California’s pending Incidental 
Take permit for the Lake Sherwood Area 
Plan. However, as of this final 
designation, the plan is not finished and 
thus has not yet been approved. 
Therefore, we did not consider the 
potential impacts of the proposed 
activities on Pentachaeta lyonii or 
critical habitat within the Lake 
Sherwood Area Plan for this 
designation. 

4. Comment: A peer reviewer stated 
that we did not include in our records 
a location of Astragalus brauntonii that 
occurs on the ‘‘old Ahmanson 
property.’’ 

Our Response: The reviewer is 
referring to occurrence number 29 in the 
California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) record for Astragalus 
brauntonii. The exact location of this 
occurrence is not known. After careful 
review and inquiries to several 
individuals who are familiar with the 

occurrences for this species, we have 
concluded that this occurrence is 
probably incorrect and may not exist. 
We welcome any further information 
about this occurrence. 

5. Comment: A peer reviewer stated 
that the ‘‘historic Stunt Ranch site’’ 
should be included for recovery 
purposes for potential reintroduction. 
The reviewer is referring to occurrence 
number 3 in the CNDDB database record 
for Pentachaeta lyonii. 

Our Response: We did not include 
this occurrence because it currently 
does not appear to be suitable habitat for 
Pentachaeta lyonii. The species has not 
been present on the site since it burned 
in 1993. The soil in that area has been 
heavily disturbed by gophers, and this 
has made the area very favorable for 
non-native annual grasses. Despite the 
fact that this occurrence was not 
included in critical habitat, we 
recognize that there may be 
reintroduction potential for this site, 
and would consider this a valid 
recovery effort for the species. 

6. Comment: A peer reviewer thought 
that the designation of critical habitat 
for Astragalus brauntonii should be 
postponed until the portions of 
proposed critical habitat that were 
burned by a wildfire in 2005 (subunits 
1a–1d and subunits 2a–2f) could be 
surveyed. The fires may have stimulated 
dormant seeds of A. brauntonii in areas 
where the plant was not known to 
occur. The purpose of these surveys 
would be to determine if there are 
additional areas that contain A. 
brauntonii for inclusion into critical 
habitat. 

Our Response: We were unable to 
postpone designation of critical habitat 
to wait for the results of post-fire 
surveys because a July 28, 2003, 
settlement agreement and resulting 
court order mandated that we propose 
critical habitat by November 1, 2005, 
and finalize the critical habitat 
designation by November 1, 2006. 
However, we did fund post-fire surveys 
for Astragalus brauntonii in those areas 
that were burned. The results of those 
surveys revealed several new locations 
of A. brauntonii outside of proposed 
critical habitat. One location was found 
along a firebreak extending up to 2,297 
feet (ft) (700 meters (m)) from subunit 2a 
in Oakbrook Regional Park, and at least 
four new locations were found between 
subunits 2d and 2e. These locations are 
within areas similar in habitat, and 
within the known distribution of the 
species. This highlights the difficulty in 
determining every occurrence of the 
species because the locations of 
dormant seeds may be unknown until a 
disturbance occurs. However critical 

habitat does not reflect every population 
or occurrence of A. brauntonii. We are 
designating habitat that we have 
determined contains the physical and 
biological features essential to the 
conservation of the species arranged in 
the quantity and spatial characteristics 
necessary for conservation (see section 
titled ‘‘Critical Habitat’’ below for more 
information on the determination of 
critical habitat). 

7. Comment: A peer reviewer thought 
that PCE 1 for Astragalus brauntonii, 
which was ‘‘carbonate limestone soils 
derived from marine sediment,’’ was not 
the best description of the soil type 
associated with the plant. A recent 
study in which soil samples were taken 
at most locations of A. brauntonii 
revealed that the plant occurs in areas 
with calcium carbonate soils (a broader 
range of soils), and not necessarily 
where soils are derived from limestone 
(Landis 2005). The reviewer suggested 
that the original PCE could lead 
researchers to only look for A. 
brauntonii in soils that are obviously 
derived from limestone. 

Our Response: We have changed this 
PCE by removing the reference to 
limestone soils and adding calcium 
carbonate to the soils description. This 
change is also reflected in ‘‘Areas that 
Provide the Basic Requirements for 
Growth (Such as Water, Light, and 
Minerals).’’ 

8. Comment: A peer reviewer 
commented that he is aware of 
occurrences of Astragalus brauntonii 
between Units 3 and 4 but is unable to 
disclose the locations because he 
entered into a ‘‘confidentiality clause’’ 
with the clients that commissioned 
surveys. 

Our Response: We are not entirely 
surprised that additional populations 
occur in the area between units 3 and 
4, because this intervening area has 
similar features and PCEs to the two 
units. The Service has made a diligent 
effort to gather all sources of 
information concerning the distribution 
of this species, including surveys and 
other studies, biological assessments, 
other unpublished materials, and the 
personal knowledge of experts. Our 
proposed critical habitat was based on 
the best information available to us at 
the time. 

9. Comment: A peer reviewer wanted 
to know why there were discussions of 
4 PCEs for Astragalus brauntonii and 
Pentachaeta lyonii throughout the 
proposed rule, but only 3 PCEs were 
listed in the PCE section of the proposed 
rule. 

Our Response: Only three PCEs were 
included in the proposed rule. The 
reference to 4 PCEs in the proposed rule 
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was an error, which has been corrected 
in this final rule. 

10. Comment: One peer reviewer 
suggested that a population viability 
analyses would assist us in designing 
critical habitat units that are large 
enough to assure persistence of 
sufficiently sized populations. Another 
peer reviewer thought that most of the 
units are too small and should be 
increased in size to reduce potential 
impacts of Argentine ant invasions on 
pollinators. Argentine ants are 
associated with manmade structures, 
and research has shown that they 
reduce native arthropod populations 
(e.g., bees and wasps) up to 656 ft (200 
m) from their nests. The peer reviewer 
commented that Argentine ants could 
threaten the persistence of the plants 
because they would be expected to 
displace the pollinator community and 
suggested that we should include an 
additional ‘‘ant buffer’’ of 656 ft (200 m) 
around each unit, which would make 
the minimum unit size about 180 ac (73 
ha). 

Our Response: We used the best 
scientific information available for this 
designation, and the Service does not 
typically conduct population viability 
analyses to assist in determining critical 
habitat. We acknowledge the potential 
indirect negative impacts of Argentine 
ants on the pollinators of these plant 
species and agree that a 656-ft (200-m) 
distance from the nearest edge of 
manmade structure may reduce any 
potential impacts. The impacts of 
Argentine ants on a rare native plant 
were discussed in a study by 
Conservation Biology Institute (2000). 
However, critical habitat, within the 
geographical range occupied by the 
species at the time it was listed, is 
defined by those physical and biological 
features essential to the conservation of 
the species (see Primary Constituent 
Elements section) which may require 
special management or protection. 
Physical and biological features 
essential to the conservation means 
PCEs arranged in the quantity and 
spatial characteristics necessary for 
conservation of the species. Critical 
habitat is not intended to create a 
preserve or other conservation area, or 
to include buffers in order to reduce 
impacts from manmade structures. The 
potential direct and indirect impacts to 
critical habitat and listed plants as a 
result of development of manmade 
structures would presumably be 
addressed through section 7 or other 
regulatory means. Therefore, while we 
recognize the reviewer’s position, we 
believe that any identifiable impacts 
will be addressed through other 
regulatory means. 

Comments From the State 

Section 4(i) of the Act states, ‘‘the 
Secretary shall submit to the State 
agency a written justification for failure 
to adopt regulations consistent with the 
agency’s comments or petition.’’ 
California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) provided the following 
comments concerning the proposed 
critical habitat designation for 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii. 

11. Comment: CDFG provided several 
corrections to our habitat description for 
Pentachaeta lyonii. They stated that P. 
lyonii is not always confined to flat 
slopes but is known to occur on slopes 
20–30 percent or greater, and said it can 
occur on thin volcanic surface soils 
underlaid by near-surface volcanic rock, 
and in localized flat areas on steep 
slopes, dirt hiking trails, and old 
roadbeds. 

Our Response: We based our habitat 
description on the best available 
information to us at the time, but 
acknowledge that Pentachaeta lyonii 
may occur in a broader range of habitat 
preferences than was described in the 
proposed critical habitat. 

12. Comment: CDFG stated that PCE 
2 for Astragalus brauntonii, ‘‘Low 
proportion (<10%) of shrub cover 
directly around the plant,’’ was not 
entirely correct because the species may 
persist in the form of dormant seeds 
within mature stands of chaparral 
between episodes of fire. Therefore, 
occupied habitat would only contain 
PCE 2 at some points in successional 
time. 

Our Response: We recognize that 
Astragalus brauntonii occurrences may 
not contain PCE 2 all of the time, but 
this PCE is essential for the plant to be 
able to complete a necessary life history 
component—seed germination and 
plant growth. It is not necessary for all 
three PCEs to be present at a site at all 
times for it to be considered critical 
habitat. 

13. Comment: CDFG said that we 
were incorrect in stating that 
Pentachaeta lyonii does not maintain a 
dormant seed bank, and that the species 
responds to favorable growing 
conditions with dramatic increases in 
population numbers and occupied 
acreage, suggesting that the species 
maintains some type of seed bank 
between years. 

Our Response: Keeley (1995) found 
that seeds buried more that 1⁄4 inch 
under the soil for more than 6 months 
did not germinate, leading to his 
conclusion that the species does not 
maintain a dormant seed bank. 
However, in a later study, he 

acknowledged that seeds likely remain 
dormant during drought years 
(Fotheringham and Keeley 1998), and 
hypothesized that seeds may need to be 
buried less than 1⁄4 inch to germinate 
following long-term dormancy periods. 
This hypothesis contradicted his 
previous conclusion that the species 
does not maintain a seed bank. We have 
corrected the final rule to reflect this 
information. 

14. Comment: CDFG employees have 
observed Pentachaeta lyonii in habitat 
that does not appear to contain a biotic 
crust, so biotic crust should not be 
considered essential for all populations. 
In this critical habitat designation, PCE 
2 is listed as ‘‘Exposed soils that exhibit 
a microbiotic crust which may inhibit 
invasion by other plant competitors.’’ 

Our Response: Although there has not 
been a specific study on biotic crusts 
and Pentachaeta lyonii, the habitat of 
this species was characterized in the 
listing rule by ‘‘a low percentage of total 
plant cover and exposed soils with a 
microbiotic crust, partially assisting 
with reducing competition with other 
species.’’ Crusts can be seen at many 
occupied sites of P. lyonii, and it is 
believed that these crusts reduce the 
ability of other plants to invade areas 
where P. lyonii occurs. We believe that 
this is an important PCE because it 
highlights a special management 
consideration for this species, which is 
that disturbance of the soil’s surface 
crust should be avoided to prevent 
invasion by other plant species. We 
recognize that not every occurrence may 
contain microbiotic crusts, and it is not 
necessary for all three PCEs to be 
present at a site for it to be considered 
critical habitat. 

15. Comment: CDFG noted that the 
minimum distance from one edge of a 
proposed unit to the other edge is 
insufficient to reduce potential adverse 
edge effects. They stated that Argentine 
ants, which are associated with 
manmade structures, are known to 
reduce native arthropod populations, 
including known insect pollinators of 
these species, such as bees and wasps. 
According to research, a distance of 
328–656 ft (100–200 m) from the urban 
edge to core habitat is needed to ensure 
that core habitats remain free of 
Argentine ants. 

Our Response: As discussed in our 
response to comment 10, we 
acknowledge that there is the potential 
for indirect negative impacts of 
Argentine ants associated with 
manmade structures on the pollinators 
of these plant species, and agree that an 
additional 328–656 ft (100–200 m) 
distance beyond the proposed units and 
from the nearest urban edge may reduce 
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these impacts. However, in defining 
critical habitat, we believe that we have 
identified those areas that contain the 
PCEs essential to the conservation of the 
species which may require special 
management considerations or 
protections. The potential direct and 
indirect impacts to critical habitat and 
listed plants as a result of development 
of manmade structures would 
presumably be addressed through 
section 7 or other regulatory means. 

16. Comment: CDFG commented that 
the true distribution of Astragalus 
brauntonii is not known because of the 
species’ dormant seeds that may persist 
undetected in the soil for many years, 
and recommended using soil and 
geologic maps to capture additional 
potentially suitable habitat in the 
vicinity of known locations. 

Our Response: We included 
additional suitable habitat up to 935 ft 
(285 m) from known occurrences in 
order to capture areas that are likely to 
contain an undetected seed bank and to 
allow for genetic exchange between 
patches. We did not include habitat 
beyond the 935 ft (285 m) distance, 
because those areas are not known to be 
occupied by the species nor do we have 
evidence to support that this habitat is 
essential to the conservation of the 
species. We recognize that designation 
of critical habitat may not include all of 
the habitat areas that may ultimately be 
necessary for the recovery of the 
species, and therefore, critical habitat 
designations do not signal that habitat 
outside the designation is unimportant 
or not required for recovery. 

17. Comment: CDFG commented that 
many of the units for both species lack 
connectivity to other units; suggested 
connecting units where there is 
potentially suitable geology or soils; and 
gave specific examples of units that 
could be connected. 

Our Response: We connected 
occurrences that were within 1,968 ft 
(600 m) of each other into single units 
to allow for genetic exchange between 
populations. We did not connect 
occurrences beyond that distance 
because they were not likely to be 
genetically connected. In some cases, 
units closer than 1,968 ft (600 m) from 
each other were not connected because 
the intervening habitat was developed 
and lacked the PCEs. 

Public Comments on the Process of 
Designating Critical Habitat 

18. Comment: One commenter stated 
that the ‘‘historic Stunt Ranch site’’ 
should be included for recovery 
purposes for potential reintroduction. 
This commenter is referring to 

occurrence number 3 in the CNDDB 
database record for Pentachaeta lyonii. 

Our Response: As explained in our 
response to peer review comment 5, we 
did not include this occurrence because 
it currently does not appear to be 
suitable habitat for Pentachaeta lyonii. 
Despite the fact that this occurrence was 
not included in critical habitat, we 
recognize that there may be 
reintroduction potential for this site, 
and would consider reintroduction to be 
a valid recovery effort for the species. 

19. Comment: One commenter 
disagreed with the Service’s statement 
that ‘‘critical habitat provides relatively 
little additional protection to listed 
species’’ and asserted that critical 
habitat designations include 
information about the primary 
constituent elements the species needs 
for persistence and recovery. This 
information can be used by Federal and 
non-Federal agencies to develop a basic 
landscape scale long-term conservation 
strategy for the species. 

Our Response: As discussed in our 
response to peer review comment 2, the 
section referenced by the commenter is 
intended to be a general statement 
regarding our position on the 
designation of critical habitat. Although 
it is our position that the conservation 
and recovery of listed species are better 
served through other conservation 
mechanisms, we agree with the 
commenter’s assertion that the 
information contained in this 
designation can be used to develop 
long-term conservation strategies for the 
species. 

20. Comment: Several commenters 
thought that many of the units for both 
species were too small for a variety of 
reasons. They commented that we failed 
to account for areas needed for 
pollinator reproduction, which are 
different from pollinator foraging areas 
and may require larger patch sizes to 
support the pollinator population. One 
commenter asserted that additional area 
is needed to provide for pollinator 
persistence and pollinator linkages 
between populations of Pentachaeta 
lyonii, and that the minimum size 
needed to ensure persistence depends 
on local habitat conditions and the 
degree of isolation between patch sizes. 
The commenter noted that P. lyonii 
requires a low proportion of vegetative 
cover to persist, suggesting that patches 
should be larger to contain enough 
flowering plants to support pollinators. 
Similarly, a commenter thought critical 
habitat should be enlarged and merged 
to include appropriate soils and 
potential habitat and provide 
opportunities for pollinator dispersal. In 
the opinion of the commenter, this 

would provide corridors of connectivity, 
reducing habitat fragmentation and 
genetic isolation. Larger areas would 
also better support populations that 
shift in time and space, allow for 
ecosystem processes (including fire or 
fire-like disturbances) to function at 
appropriate scales, and minimize edge 
effects. 

Our Response: We generally agree 
with the conservation biology principles 
and rationale presented by the 
commenters. However, the Act states 
that critical habitat is ‘‘the specific areas 
within the geographical area occupied 
by the species * * * on which are 
found those physical or biological 
features essential to the conservation of 
the species’’ (i.e., PCEs (see Primary 
Constituent Elements section)). 
Furthermore, based on the Act, we only 
designate critical habitat in areas 
outside the geographical area occupied 
by the species at the time of listing 
when the best available information 
indicates that it is essential to the 
conservation of the species. 

We used the best scientific 
information available to determine the 
necessary habitat to ensure persistence 
of individual populations. In order to 
reduce fragmentation and preserve 
genetic connectivity, we connected 
populations within 1,968 ft (600 m) of 
each other because they are likely to be 
visited by the same pollinators. We also 
designated suitable habitat to allow for 
important life-history functions such as 
seed dispersal and presence of 
pollinators, and included areas that 
likely contain a seed bank and/or 
unmapped patches within populations. 
We believe that our critical habitat 
design captures the areas essential to the 
conservation to the species based on the 
best scientific information currently 
available. We believe that by capturing 
entire populations within single critical 
habitat units and by connecting 
populations within 1,968 ft (600 m) of 
each other into single units, the species 
will persist and pollination will 
continue. 

21. Comment: One commenter 
thought that surveys should be 
conducted for Astragalus brauntonii 
and Pentachaeta lyonii because of a 
wildfire that burned areas within the 
known distribution of the species, and 
any additional locations discovered 
should be included in critical habitat. 

Our Response: As discussed in our 
response to comment 6, we were unable 
to postpone our proposed designation of 
critical habitat further to incorporate the 
results of these surveys, although we 
funded post-fire surveys for Astragalus 
brauntonii in those areas that were 
burned and found additional locations 
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of the species. We determined that the 
fire did not burn within the known 
distribution of Pentachaeta lyonii, so 
there was no need for post-fire surveys. 

22. Comment: One commenter 
thought that PCE 1 for Astragalus 
brauntonii, ‘‘carbonate limestone soils 
derived from marine sediment,’’ was not 
the best description of the soil type 
associated with the plant. A recent 
study in which soil samples were taken 
at locations of A. brauntonii revealed 
that the plant occurs with calcium 
carbonate soils (a broader range of soils), 
and not necessarily with limestone- 
derived soils (Landis 2005). The PCE as 
originally proposed could lead 
researchers to only look for A. 
brauntonii on soils that are obviously 
derived from limestone. 

Our Response: As stated in our 
response to comment 7, we have 
changed this PCE by removing the 
reference to limestone soils and adding 
calcium carbonate to the soils 
description. This change is also 
reflected in ‘‘Areas that Provide the 
Basic Requirements for Growth (Such as 
Water, Light, and Minerals)’’. 

23. Comment: Two commenters 
thought that an occurrence of Astragalus 
brauntonii located within the City of 
Oak Park should have been included 
within critical habitat because it 
contains the largest known seed bank in 
the Simi Hills. The commenters noted 
that inclusion of this occurrence, if a 
3,281-ft (1,000-m) zone to protect 
pollinator habitat was incorporated, 
would link units 2c and 2d. In addition, 
one of the commenters stated that a 
‘‘Rare Plant Conservation Plan’’ is in 
effect in the Oak Park area that covers 
three tiny preserves within open space 
and a ‘‘demonstration garden’’ that 
contains A. brauntonii, on land owned 
and managed by the Rancho Simi 
Recreation and Parks District. The 
commenter states that the plan does not 
adequately ensure the conservation and 
persistence of A. brauntonii, and should 
not be used as a basis to exclude this 
occurrence from critical habitat. 

Our Response: The commenters are 
referring to occurrence 20 in the CNDDB 
record for Astragalus brauntonii. We 
did not include this occurrence because 
it does not contain the PCEs. A large 
portion of this occurrence was removed 
by Rancho Simi Recreation and Parks 
District to create a city park, other 
portions were removed by urban 
development, and very small remaining 
portions are surrounded by or directly 
adjacent to urban development. It is 
difficult to determine the size of a seed 
bank, and there is no clear evidence that 
this occurrence contains the largest 
known seed bank in the Simi Hills, 

although small numbers of plants and a 
seed bank may remain within open 
space areas along the periphery of 
developed areas. Remaining portions of 
this occurrence are almost completely 
surrounded by urban development; 
therefore, we would be unable to link 
units 2c and 2d because we do not 
intentionally include developed areas 
such as buildings, paved areas, and 
other areas that lack the PCEs. Because 
this occurrence does not contain the 
PCEs, we did not evaluate the existing 
conservation plan as a basis for 
excluding this occurrence from critical 
habitat. 

24. Comment: Several commenters 
identified portions of Pentachaeta lyonii 
populations that were not included in 
the designation (e.g., in subunit 2a, and 
Unit 4), and also thought that 
intervening habitat between subunits 
should have been included (e.g., 
between subunits 2b and 2c, and 
between the two parts of subunit 3c). 

Our Response: We do not 
intentionally include developed areas 
such as buildings, paved areas, and 
other areas that lack the PCEs in our 
critical habitat designations. Based on 
aerial photos of those areas 
(PhotoMapper 3.50, AirPhoto USA, NW 
Los Angeles Map 1999), we determined 
that those portions of populations and 
intervening habitat were previously 
removed by urban development. 

25. Comment: A commenter thought 
we should have included Pentachaeta 
lyonii occurrences 9 and 19 from the 
CNDDB records in critical habitat. 

Our Response: We only included 
extant occurrences that contain the 
PCEs within critical habitat. We did not 
include occurrence 9 within the nearby 
Unit 7 (Malibu Lake unit) because, 
based on the CNDDB records, this 
occurrence has been extirpated since 
1992. We did not include occurrence 19 
because three of the four patches of 
Pentachaeta lyonii within this 
occurrence were removed by 
construction of a golf course. The fourth 
and only remaining patch is within 
approximately a 500 square-foot (46- 
square-meter) area, and is surrounded 
by the golf course. We believe that this 
remaining occurrence contains a 
population size of fewer than 10 
individuals and may have even been 
extirpated. This location lacks the PCEs 
and has little recovery or conservation 
value; therefore, it was not included in 
the critical habitat designation. 

26. Comment: There were several 
suggestions of simple management 
strategies for protecting both species 
that would not result in economic 
hardship on any jurisdiction or 
management agency, as well as 

suggestions for additional new criteria 
for delisting. For Astragalus brauntonii, 
suggested management techniques 
include: Lifting the blade of bulldozers 
at least 18 inches in the air when 
clearing roads or creating firebreaks; 
using weed-whackers to clear weeds 
around the plant; and leaving cut stalks 
and seedpods on the side of the road 
rather than removing A. brauntonii 
plant material. For Pentachaeta lyonii, 
suggested management techniques 
include routing roads around critical 
habitat areas and controlling non-native 
weeds invading critical habitat areas 
without the use of herbicides and 
without disturbing the soil. For both 
species, suggested management 
techniques include not transplanting 
plants as a conservation tool because 
both species are dependent on specific 
soil characteristics and performing road 
maintenance, fuel modification, and 
other management activities after 
fruiting. 

Our Response: We have incorporated 
some of the management strategies into 
the section titled ‘‘Special Management 
Considerations or Protections’’ in this 
rule. We may also provide these 
suggestions, in the form of best 
management practices, to local agencies 
when we provide technical assistance 
regarding ways to reduce impacts to 
listed species, and to Federal agencies 
through the section 7 consultation 
process. The suggested new criteria for 
delisting are valid recovery actions that 
we may attempt to accomplish in future 
recovery actions for the species. These 
criteria may also be incorporated into a 
revised recovery plan at some point in 
the future. 

27. Comment: One commenter 
thought that the proposed critical 
habitat only maintains both species at 
their current level with no opportunity 
for recovery because we do not propose 
unoccupied suitable habitat. Other 
commenters thought that we should 
have included unoccupied suitable 
habitat on land owned by the National 
Park Service (NPS) or by local open 
space agencies because they represent 
opportunities for population expansion 
for the species. They noted that an 
experimental population of Pentachaeta 
lyonii was recently introduced at 
Paramount Ranch on NPS land, 
illustrating the potential for 
reintroductions into other areas. 

Our Response: We disagree with the 
commenter that our proposal and 
designation do not provide 
opportunities for recovery of the 
species. Our critical habitat designation 
noted the fact that both plants occur in 
patchy distributions both physically and 
temporally. In order to incorporate 
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entire populations, we conducted a 
nearest neighbor analysis and 
determined that the average distance 
between patches of plants was 275 m 
(902 ft) for Pentachaeta lyonii and 285 
m (935 ft) for Astragalus brauntonii. 
Therefore, in areas where the habitat 
was contiguous and PCEs were present, 
we included suitable habitat up to 275 
m (902 ft) and 285 m (935 ft) from 
known patches of P. lyonii and A. 
brauntonii, respectively, to ensure that 
we captured the entire population 
(including the seed bank) within one 
critical habitat unit and minimized 
fragmentation. Furthermore, where we 
had populations within 600 m (1,968 ft) 
of one another and the habitat was 
contiguous and contained the PCEs, we 
connected those populations together in 
one unit to facilitate genetic exchange 
between populations through pollinator 
activity. We expect that these areas 
contain a seed bank, and/or additional 
suitable habitat for population 
expansion through seed dispersal. Both 
of these strategies capture recovery 
opportunities for the species and, 
through these strategies, we believe we 
have captured the entire area necessary 
to ensure persistence of the species. For 
further information, please refer to the 
‘‘Criteria Used to Identify Critical 
Habitat’’ section. Although we did not 
designate specific areas of unoccupied 
habitat for potential reintroductions, we 
believe that this can be an important 
recovery tool for P. lyonii, particularly 
on Federal Lands, and we support these 
types of actions. We recognize that 
designation of critical habitat may not 
include all of the habitat areas that are 
necessary for the recovery of the 
species, and therefore, critical habitat 
designations do not signal that habitat 
outside the designation is unimportant 
or not required for recovery. 

28. Comment: A researcher 
commented that we were incorrect in 
stating that Pentachaeta lyonii does not 
maintain a dormant seed bank. Surveys 
conducted in multiple years at the same 
site show large fluctuations in 
population size, and this would likely 
be impossible unless the species 
maintains a seed bank for at least 5 to 
10 years. 

Our Response: As discussed in our 
response to comment 13 from the State, 
we have corrected the final rule to 
reflect this information. 

29. Comment: A researcher 
commented that the role of biotic crusts 
is unsupported by data and that this 
should not be used for PCE 2 for 
Pentachaeta lyonii because it suggests 
that crust is a required element for P. 
lyonii habitat. In the proposed 
designation, PCE 2 was listed as 

‘‘Exposed soils that exhibit a 
microbiotic crust which may inhibit 
invasion by other plant competitors.’’ 

Our Response: As discussed in our 
response to comment 14, we recognize 
that not every occurrence may contain 
microbiotic crusts, and it is not 
necessary for all three PCEs to be 
present at a site for it to be considered 
critical habitat. 

30. Comment: A researcher 
commented that PCE 3 for Pentachaeta 
lyonii should focus on the presence of 
bare ground rather than on proportion of 
vegetative cover. In the proposed 
designation, PCE 3 was listed as ‘‘low 
proportion of total vegetative cover 
(<25%).’’ The commenter asserted that 
this PCE can be misleading because, 
based on research, P. lyonii is found in 
areas with 20 to 60 percent cover of 
native vegetation at a larger scale (i.e., 
538 to 2,153 square foot patch sizes (50 
to 200 square meter)). Although the 
species can be found in areas with a 
larger proportion of total vegetative 
cover, there needs to be small openings 
of bare ground for the plant to grow in 
(i.e., > 10% bare ground on a small scale 
of less than approximately 3 ft (1 m) 
because it does not compete well with 
other species. In addition, the researcher 
found that plant litter accumulation 
associated with annual grass invasion 
reduces P. lyonii populations. The 
commenter indicated that this finding 
further highlights that bare ground is an 
essential component of this species’ 
habitat. 

Our Response: We agree with the 
researcher’s comment, and have 
changed P. lyonii PCE 3 to read: ‘‘a 
mosaic of bare ground (>10%) patches 
in an area with less than 60 percent 
cover.’’ We believe this more accurately 
reflects the physical and biological 
needs essential to the conservation of 
the species. 

31. Comment: A researcher 
commented that we should have a PCE 
that addresses habitat quality based on 
presence of Pentachaeta lyonii- 
associated native plant species and the 
absence of non-native invasive plants. P. 
lyonii habitat that is in decline shows 
increased presence of non-native 
species, build-up of litter cover and loss 
of bare ground, and slow loss of 
associated species. 

Our Response: We agree that presence 
of non-native invasive plants indicates 
poor habitat quality for Pentachaeta 
lyonii, and that presence of some 
associated native species can be a good 
indicator of good habitat quality, and 
this concept was discussed in the 
proposed and final rule. However, we 
believe that PCEs 2 and 3 adequately 
capture habitat quality, because it is 

unlikely that either PCE would exist if 
the unit became overtaken with non- 
native invasive plants. 

Comments Related to the Draft 
Economic Analysis 

32. Comment: Two commenters stated 
that economic analysis overestimates 
the cost of critical habitat designation 
because it will affect real estate 
development on private lands only 
where there is a Federal nexus. Such a 
nexus will not exist for most projects in 
the area proposed as critical habitat. 

Our Response: We recognize that real 
estate development on private lands 
does not come under the purview of the 
section 7 consultation process unless 
there is a Federal nexus. However, it is 
difficult to predict which future actions 
may bare a Federal nexus. The 
methodology of the analysis quantifies 
future costs when it is possible to isolate 
and measure them and then calculates 
the economic surplus resulting from 
future activities that may take place 
within proposed critical habitat. This 
approach avoids speculation about 
regulatory impacts. It is, however, 
possible to calculate the value added 
from development activities within 
areas of critical habitat. By using this 
methodology, we believe we have 
appropriately captured potential costs to 
the real estate development sector. 

33. Comment: One commenter stated 
that costs that occurred prior to 
designation should not be included in 
the cost of critical habitat designation. 

Our Response: Based on the 10th 
Circuit Court’s ruling in New Mexico 
Cattle Growers Association v. U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, 248 F.3d 1277, 128 
(10th Cir. 2001) the Service conducts a 
full analysis of all the economic impacts 
of a critical habitat designation, 
regardless of whether those impacts are 
attributable co-extensively to other 
causes. Accordingly, here, the economic 
analysis specifies that it considers the 
future economic impacts associated 
with critical habitat designation and 
past costs that have resulted from efforts 
to conserve the species within areas of 
critical habitat. As explained in section 
III.1, past costs are defined as costs that 
occurred between when the species was 
listed under the Endangered Species Act 
and the present. These past costs are not 
attributable to critical habitat. 

34. Comment: One commenter 
suggested that past development 
projects in areas of critical habitat 
should be analyzed to determine the 
limitations on development arising from 
critical habitat. 

Our Response: The economic analysis 
uses consultation history to determine 
how many future development projects 
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will have a Federal nexus and what the 
recommended restriction on 
development will be. For both species 
in question, the number of available 
consultations on private development 
projects is highly limited or nonexistent. 
The available evidence, however, 
suggests that total avoidance of the 
species has been required in the past; 
for example, the 1999 consultation with 
Lennar Homes referenced in the report. 

35. Comment: One commenter stated 
that that local zoning and other 
restrictions limit the pace of 
development, thus reducing the costs of 
critical habitat. 

Our Response: We agree that local 
regulation plays a large role in 
determining the timing and intensity of 
development. The development 
projections from the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) 
that form the basis of the economic 
modeling incorporate these restrictions. 

36. Comment: One commenter stated 
that there are many additional benefits 
of critical habitat designation beyond 
just the conservation of habitat for the 
listed species, and that these should be 
included in the economic analysis. 

Our Response: In the context of a 
critical habitat designation, the primary 
purpose of the rulemaking (i.e., the 
direct benefit) is to designate areas in 
need of special management that 
contain the features that are essential to 
the conservation of listed species. 

The designation of critical habitat 
may result in two distinct categories of 
benefits to society: (1) Use; and (2) non- 
use benefits. Use benefits are simply the 
social benefits that accrue from the 
physical use of a resource. Visiting 
critical habitat to see endangered 
species in their natural habitat would be 
a primary example. Non-use benefits, in 
contrast, represent welfare gains from 
‘‘just knowing’ that a particular listed 
species’’ natural habitat is being 
specially managed for the survival and 
recovery of that species. Both use and 
non-use benefits may occur 
unaccompanied by any market 
transactions. 

A primary reason for conducting this 
analysis is to provide information 
regarding the economic impacts 
associated with a proposed critical 
habitat designation. Section 4(b)(2) of 
the Act requires the Secretary to 
designate critical habitat based on the 
best scientific data available after taking 
into consideration the economic impact, 
and any other relevant impact, of 
specifying any particular area as critical 
habitat. Economic impacts can be both 
positive and negative and by definition, 
are observable through market 
transactions. 

Where data are available, the analysis 
attempt to recognize and measure the 
net economic impact (i.e., the increased 
regulatory burden less any discernable 
offsetting market gains), of species 
conservation efforts imposed on 
regulated entities and the regional 
economy. 

Under Executive Order 12866, OMB 
directs Federal agencies to provide an 
assessment of both the social costs and 
benefits of proposed regulatory actions. 
OMB’s Circular A–4 distinguishes two 
types of economic benefits: direct 
benefits and ancillary benefits. 
Ancillary benefits are defined as 
favorable impacts of a rulemaking that 
are typically unrelated, or secondary, to 
the statutory purpose of the rulemaking. 
In the context of critical habitat, the 
primary purpose of the rulemaking (i.e., 
the direct benefit) is the potential to 
enhance conservation of the species. 
The published economics literature has 
documented that social welfare benefits 
can result from the conservation and 
recovery of endangered and threatened 
species. In its guidance for 
implementing Executive Order 12866, 
OMB acknowledges that it may not be 
feasible to monetize, or even quantify, 
the benefits of environmental 
regulations due to either an absence of 
defensible, relevant studies or a lack of 
resources on the implementing agency’s 
part to conduct new research. Rather 
than rely on economic measures, the 
Service believes that the direct benefits 
of the proposed rule are best expressed 
in biological terms that can be weighed 
against the expected cost impacts of the 
rulemaking. 

We have accordingly considered, in 
evaluating the benefits of excluding 
versus including specific areas, the 
biological benefits that may occur to a 
species from designation (see below, 
Exclusions Under section 4(b)(2) of the 
Act), but these biological benefits are 
not addressed in the economic analysis. 

37. Comment: One commenter stated 
that Section 9 of the ESA is flawed, and 
allows extirpation of plants in areas 
outside federal jurisdiction. The 
comment asserts that critical habitat is 
important to the conservation of the 
species by prohibiting take, requiring 
mitigation and facilitating the 
development of recovery plans. 

Our Response: Critical habitat does 
not prohibit take of plants on private 
lands, or require mitigation for private 
activities. Critical Habitat only affects 
private activities when a project 
requires a Federal permit, approval or 
funding. The Act requires the Service to 
develop recovery plans independent of 
critical habitat designations. 

38. Comment: One commenter 
thought that the cost estimated in the 
economic analysis was too high because 
it includes costs attributable to listing as 
opposed to costs of critical habitat 
designation. A second commenter 
asserted that it was unlawful to report 
the coextensive costs of conserving the 
species and that only the incremental 
costs resulting from critical habitat 
should be reported. 

Our Response: The primary purpose 
of the economic analysis is to estimate 
the potential economic impacts 
associated with the designation of 
critical habitat for these two species. We 
interpret the Act to require that the 
economic analysis include all of the 
economic impacts associated with the 
conservation of the species, which may 
include some of the effects associated 
with listing. We note that the Act 
generally requires critical habitat to be 
designated at the time of listing, and if 
we had conducted an economic analysis 
at that time, the impacts associated with 
listing would not be readily 
distinguishable from those associated 
with critical habitat designation. 

39. Comment: One commenter 
indicated that the majority of lands 
designated as critical habitat are already 
conserved as open space and thus not 
likely to be developed. 

Our Response: We agree that a 
significant amount of land within the 
areas proposed as critical habitat has 
been conserved as open space via long- 
term agreements. We have detailed 
these agreements for each unit of 
proposed critical habitat. Projected 
development in the economic analysis 
is limited to areas that fall outside these 
conservation commitments. 

40. Comment: One commenter 
asserted that SCAG projections are 
inadequate since they fail to consider 
local zoning requirements and capture 
only the potential for development in 
various regions. 

Our Response: The SCAG 
development projections are the best 
information available on the extent, 
timing and placement of real estate 
development in the Los Angeles 
metropolitan region. These forecasts are 
based on aggregate projections of 
economic activity and employment, as 
well as location-specific factors such as 
zoning and other local factors. 

41. Comment: One commenter stated 
that the costs presented in Table 1 of the 
Draft Economic Analyses are overstated 
because portions of proposed critical 
habitat are public lands. 

Our Response: The totals presented in 
Table 1 are associated with 
development occurring on private land 
only. 
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42. Comment: One public comment 
stated that there is a discrepancy in the 
‘‘Surplus per Developed Acre’’ between 
Table 1 and the text. 

Our Response: Table 1 is correct, 
however, the corresponding figure 
presented in the text ($2,714,359) is not. 
This has been corrected in the final 
economic analysis. 

43. Comment: One commenter stated 
that the small business analyses are 
incomplete. 

Our Response: These sections have 
been expanded in the final economic 
analyses. 

44. Comment: One commenter stated 
that it is unclear how the IMPLAN 
(economic modeling software) analyses 
calculated such a high number when the 
designation of critical habitat does not 
prevent development. 

Our Response: The regional economic 
analysis considers the secondary effects 
of housing construction within the areas 
proposed as critical habitat. We note, 
however, that estimated secondary 
effects are small when considered as a 
fraction of the total contribution of the 
housing industry to the Southern 
California economy. 

45. Comment: One commenter stated 
that it is unclear how the IMPLAN 
Analyses evaluates the secondary effects 
of critical habitat designation on other 
industries. 

Our Response: Section V Regional 
Economic Impacts contains an 
explanation of how IMPLAN, which is 
an input-output model, computes 
indirect and induced effects. See also 
Table 3, which breaks down the 
secondary effects of designation to each 
industry. 

46. Comment: One commenter 
asserted that the costs presented in 
Table 1 are significantly higher than 
they should be because they are 
associated with the designation on 
public and private lands. 

Our Response: The costs presented in 
the reports are estimated based on the 
private land projected for development, 
not the public and private land 
proposed for critical habitat designation. 

47. Comment: One commenter stated 
that there are other discrepancies 
between the text and Table 1, including 
the ‘‘Projected Households’’. 

Our Response: Table 1 presents the 
projected households, which is 
consistent with the projected 
households in the text. Table 3 presents 
the households allowed by zoning, 
which is also consistent with the zoning 
allowances in the text. 

48. Comment: One commenter 
requested to be excluded under 4(b)(2) 
of the Act based on economic impacts 
of critical habitat on their property. The 

landowner owns the property within the 
proposed Unit 6 for Pentachaeta lyonii 
and has proposed to develop 81 
residential units on the property. 

Our Response: Section 4(b)(2) of the 
Act requires the Secretary to designate 
critical habitat based on the best 
scientific data available after taking into 
consideration the economic impact, 
impact on national security, and any 
other relevant impact, of specifying any 
particular area as critical habitat. We 
received additional information from 
the landowner in a Memorandum, dated 
March 3, 2006, which estimated that the 
lost revenue as a result of critical habitat 
on their proposed development, if they 
avoided impacts to the species, would 
be approximately $78 million. As a 
result, Unit 6 in its entirety has been 
excluded from the final rule. See 
Exclusions Under Section 4(b)(2) of the 
Act section below for more details. 

Summary of Changes From Proposed 
Rule 

(1) We modified our criteria for 
delineating the outer boundaries of each 
unit resulting in minor reductions in 
unit sizes. In the proposed rule, the 
outer boundaries of each unit or subunit 
extended to 984 ft (300 m) on all sides 
of each mapped patch, which would 
presumably incorporate the minimum 
size habitat necessary to support 
associated insect pollinators. However, 
A. brauntonii and P. lyonii are known to 
be pollinated by several insect 
pollinators, and nonspecific pollinators 
are not a Primary Constituent Element 
(PCE) for either species. Upon further 
consideration, we felt we needed to 
better define and map the critical 
habitat boundaries. In looking at the 
mapping information from all mapped 
records (i.e., from the CNDDB database 
and from records collected from other 
sources), we noticed that the 
distribution of plants was often patchy, 
both at any one moment in time and 
over time. In other words, the plants 
were often expressed at different 
locations within a single area or 
population. This evidence supports the 
presence of a seed bank. In order to 
define when patches were within a 
single population and include areas 
with a seed bank, we conducted a 
nearest neighbor analysis for both 
species using all available mapped 
occurrences. To do this, we used GIS to 
determine the distance from the 
centroid of each mapped occurrence or 
‘‘patch’’ to the centroid of the nearest 
mapped occurrence. We determined 
that the average distance between 
patches within populations was 935 ft 
(285 m) for Astragalus brauntonii and 
902 ft (275 m) for Pentachaeta lyonii. 

Therefore, in the final designation, we 
designated additional suitable habitat 
up to 935 ft (285 m) from each mapped 
patch of A. brauntonii to incorporate the 
patchy expression of populations in 
space and over time, include unmapped 
patches within populations, incorporate 
the existing seed bank, and include 
areas for seed dispersal and genetic 
exchange through pollinator activity. 
For P. lyonii, we designated additional 
suitable habitat up to 902 ft (275 m) 
from each mapped patch to incorporate 
the patchy expression of the plant in 
space and time, include unmapped 
patches within populations, incorporate 
the existing seed bank, and include 
areas for seed dispersal and genetic 
exchange through pollinator activity. 
See the Criteria Used to Identify Critical 
Habitat section for details on the revised 
criteria. Table 1 for A. brauntonii and 
Table 3 for P. lyonii shows the proposed 
and final acreages of each unit that were 
changed based on the new criteria. 

(2) We made corrections on 
ownership of lands within several units. 
The ownership of subunit 1c for 
Pentachaeta lyonii was misidentified as 
being entirely owned by Calleguas 
Municipal Water District. We 
determined that, in the proposed rule, 
the ownership of the land within this 
subunit is 49 ac (19 ha) of private land 
and only 2 ac (1 ha) of land owned by 
Calleguas Municipal Water District. 
After applying the revised criteria, in 
this final rule, the entire unit (33 ac (13 
ha)) is on private land. The ownership 
of subunit 2b for P. lyonii was 
misidentified as 31 ac (13 ha) owned by 
Conejo Open Space Conservation 
Agency (COSCA), and 16 ac (6 ha) of 
private land; after identifying the correct 
ownership and applying the revised 
criteria, 22 ac (9 ha) is owned by 
COSCA and 18 ac (7 ha) is on private 
land. The ownership of subunit 1d for 
Astragalus brauntonii was misidentified 
as being owned by Rocketdyne. 
However, Rocketdyne sold this property 
to Boeing. In addition, it was 
determined that a small portion of this 
subunit is owned by a local agency. 
After identifying the correct ownership 
and applying the revised criteria, 68 ac 
(27 ha) is owned by Boeing and 2 ac (1 
ha) is owned by a local agency (Santa 
Monica Mountains Conservancy). The 
ownership of subunit 2a for A. 
brauntonii was misidentified as 235 ac 
(95 ha) owned by COSCA, and 217 ac 
(88 ha) of private land; after identifying 
the correct ownership and applying the 
revised criteria, 118 ac (48 ha) is owned 
by the State, 221 ac (89 ha) is owned by 
COSCA, and 71 ac (29 ha) is on private 
land. 
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(3) We corrected the reference to soils 
in PCE 1 for Astragalus brauntonii from 
‘‘carbonate limestone soils derived from 
marine sediment’’ to ‘‘calcium carbonate 
soils derived from marine sediment,’’ 
because we believe that this is a more 
accurate description of the soil type. A 
recent study in which soil samples were 
taken at most locations of A. brauntonii 
revealed that the plant occurs in areas 
with calcium carbonate soils (a broader 
range of soils), and not necessarily 
where soils are derived from limestone 
(Landis 2005). This correction is also 
reflected in the discussion of Areas that 
Provide the Basic Requirements for 
Growth (Such as Water, Light, and 
Minerals). 

(4) We changed PCE 3 for Pentachaeta 
lyonii from ‘‘low proportion of total 
vegetative cover (<25%)’’ to ‘‘a mosaic 
of bare ground (>10%) patches in an 
area with less than 60 percent cover,’’ 
because we believe that this is a more 
accurate and complete description of 
the habitat. This is based on a recent 
habitat study of the species conducted 
by Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area. This correction is also 
reflected in the discussion of Areas that 
Provide the Basic Requirements for 
Growth (Such as Water, Light, and 
Minerals). 

(5) We changed PCE 3 Astragalus 
brauntonii from ‘‘periodic disturbances 
that stimulate seed germination (e.g., 
fire, flooding, erosion) and reduce 
vegetative cover’’ to ‘‘chaparral and 
coastal sage scrub communities 
characterized by periodic disturbances 
that stimulate seed germination (e.g., 
fire, flooding, erosion) and reduce 
vegetative cover,’’ because we believe 
that a PCE should not be a physical 
process, but a habitat condition that 
occurs in part as a result of the physical 
process. The revised PCE allows for 
easier identification of its presence 
because it would be expected to be 
present at any point in time, whereas 
the original PCE is more difficult to 
identify because it occurs only 
periodically. 

(6) We excluded Unit 6 for 
Pentachaeta lyonii (223 ac (94 ha)) 
under section 4(b)(2) of the Act from the 
final critical habitat designation based 
on economic impacts to the landowner. 
See Exclusions Under Section 4(b)(2) of 
the Act section for a detailed discussion. 

Critical Habitat 
Critical habitat is defined in section 3 

of the Act as—(i) the specific areas 
within the geographical area occupied 
by a species, at the time it is listed in 
accordance with the Act, on which are 
found those physical or biological 
features (I) essential to the conservation 

of the species and (II) that may require 
special management considerations or 
protection; and (ii) specific areas 
outside the geographical area occupied 
by a species at the time it is listed, upon 
a determination that such areas have 
features that are essential for the 
conservation of the species. 
Conservation, as defined under section 
3 of the Act, means to use and the use 
of all methods and procedures that are 
necessary to bring any endangered 
species or threatened species to the 
point at which the measures provided 
pursuant to the Act are no longer 
necessary. Such methods and 
procedures include, but are not limited 
to, all activities associated with 
scientific resources management, such 
as research, census, law enforcement, 
habitat acquisition and maintenance, 
propagation, live trapping, and 
transplantation, and, in the 
extraordinary case where population 
pressures within a given ecosystem 
cannot be otherwise relieved, may 
include regulated taking. 

Critical habitat receives protection 
under section 7 of the Act through the 
prohibition against destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat 
with regard to actions carried out, 
funded, or authorized by a Federal 
agency. Section 7 requires consultation 
on Federal actions that are likely to 
result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat. The 
designation of critical habitat does not 
affect land ownership or establish a 
refuge, wilderness, reserve, preserve, or 
other conservation area. Such 
designation does not allow government 
or public access to private lands. 
Section 7 is a purely protective measure 
and does not require implementation of 
restoration, recovery, or enhancement 
measures. 

To be included in a critical habitat 
designation, the habitat within the area 
occupied by the species must first have 
features that are essential to the 
conservation of the species. Critical 
habitat designations identify, to the 
extent known using the best scientific 
data available, habitat areas that provide 
essential life cycle needs of the species 
(i.e., areas on which are found the 
primary constituent elements, as 
defined at 50 CFR 424.12(b)). 

Habitat occupied at the time of listing 
may be included in critical habitat only 
if the essential features thereon may 
require special management or 
protection. Areas outside of the 
geographic area occupied by the species 
at the time of listing may only be 
included in critical habitat if they are 
essential for the conservation of the 
species. Accordingly, when the best 

available scientific data do not 
demonstrate that the conservation needs 
of the species require additional areas, 
we will not designate critical habitat in 
areas outside the geographical area 
occupied by the species at the time of 
listing. An area currently occupied by 
the species but was not known to be 
occupied at the time of listing will 
likely, but not always, be essential to the 
conservation of the species and, 
therefore, typically included in the 
critical habitat designation. 

The Service’s Policy on Information 
Standards Under the Endangered 
Species Act, published in the Federal 
Register on July 1, 1994 (59 FR 34271), 
and Section 515 of the Treasury and 
General Government Appropriations 
Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (Pub. L. 106– 
554; H.R. 5658) and the associated 
Information Quality Guidelines issued 
by the Service, provide criteria, 
establish procedures, and provide 
guidance to ensure that decisions made 
by the Service represent the best 
scientific data available. They require 
Service biologists to the extent 
consistent with the Act and with the use 
of the best scientific data available, to 
use primary and original sources of 
information as the basis for 
recommendations to designate critical 
habitat. When determining which areas 
are critical habitat, a primary source of 
information is generally the listing 
package for the species. Additional 
information sources include the 
recovery plan for the species, articles in 
peer-reviewed journals, conservation 
plans developed by States and counties, 
scientific status surveys and studies, 
biological assessments, or other 
unpublished materials and expert 
opinion or personal knowledge. All 
information is used in accordance with 
the provisions of Section 515 of the 
Treasury and General Government 
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001 
(Pub. L. 106–554; H.R. 5658) and the 
associated Information Quality 
Guidelines issued by the Service. 

Section 4 of the Act requires that we 
designate critical habitat on the basis of 
the best scientific data available. Habitat 
is often dynamic, and species may move 
from one area to another over time. 
Furthermore, we recognize that 
designation of critical habitat may not 
include all of the habitat areas that may 
eventually be determined to be 
necessary for the recovery of the 
species. For these reasons, critical 
habitat designations do not signal that 
habitat outside the designation is 
unimportant or may not be required for 
recovery. 

Areas that support populations, but 
are outside the critical habitat 
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designation, will continue to be subject 
to conservation actions implemented 
under section 7(a)(1) of the Act and to 
the regulatory protections afforded by 
the section 7(a)(2) jeopardy standard, as 
determined on the basis of the best 
available information at the time of the 
action. Federally funded or permitted 
projects affecting listed species outside 
their designated critical habitat areas 
may still result in jeopardy findings in 
some cases. Similarly, critical habitat 
designations made on the basis of the 
best available information at the time of 
designation will not control the 
direction and substance of future 
recovery plans, habitat conservation 
plans, or other species conservation 
planning efforts if new information 
available to these planning efforts calls 
for a different outcome. 

Primary Constituent Elements 

In accordance with section 3(5)(A)(i) 
of the Act and regulations at 50 CFR 
424.12, in determining which areas to 
designate as critical habitat, we consider 
those physical and biological features 
(PCEs) that are essential to the 
conservation of the species, and within 
areas occupied by the species at the 
time of listing, that may require special 
management considerations and 
protection. These include, but are not 
limited to, space for individual and 
population growth and for normal 
behavior; food, water, air, light, 
minerals, or other nutritional or 
physiological requirements; cover or 
shelter; sites for breeding, reproduction, 
and rearing (or development) of 
offspring; and habitats that are protected 
from disturbance or are representative of 
the historic geographical and ecological 
distributions of a species. 

The specific PCEs required for 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii are derived from the physical and 
biological features that are essential to 
the conservation of the species as 
described below. 

Astragalus brauntonii 

Space for Individual and Population 
Growth, Including Sites for 
Germination, Pollination, Reproduction, 
and Seed Bank 

Seeds of Astragalus brauntonii are 
enclosed in dense hairy pods and 
require heat or physical scarification 
(breaking, scratching, or mechanically 
altering the seed coat) to germinate. 
Disturbances such as fire, erosion, and 
human activities such as mechanical 
scraping of soil (e.g., during road or trail 
maintenance) are known to stimulate 
germination (Fotheringham and Keeley 
1998). Each seed pod produces between 

three and six seeds, and each plant may 
support upwards of several hundred 
flowers (Barneby 1964). Therefore, 
plants may produce a large number of 
seeds before dying back, depositing a 
seed ‘‘bank’’ in the soil that has the 
ability to remain dormant for many 
years until the next disturbance. Plant 
seeds are frequently dispersed by a 
variety of vectors, some which result in 
short-distance dispersal, and others 
which result in long-distance dispersal 
(Cain et al. 2000; Nathan and Muller- 
Landau 2000). Because the seeds of A. 
brauntonii have no specialized 
adaptations to facilitate seed dispersal 
by wind, it is likely that most seed fall 
within a short distance of the parent 
plant (Cain et al. 2000). Long-distance 
dispersal, however, is likely achieved by 
water (during rainstorms), and by 
transport of seeds by wildlife. Seeds 
from species within the Fabaceae family 
are known to be transported by small 
seed-eating mammals, including ground 
squirrels (Citellus sp.) pocket mice 
(Perognathus sp.), kangaroo rats 
(Dipodomys sp.), and birds, including 
quail (Lophortyx sp.) (Martin et al. 
1961). Small mammals facilitate seed 
dispersal through consumption and 
elimination of undigested seed and 
through seed caching (Cain et al. 2000; 
Sieg 1987). 

The presence of a persistent seed bank 
makes it difficult to determine the 
complete distribution of the species at 
any one point in time. Where a dormant 
seed bank is present, Astragalus 
brauntonii establishes quickly after a 
disturbance that removes other plant 
competitors and stimulates germination 
of dormant seeds (Fotheringham and 
Keeley 1998). Individual plants have a 
lifespan of two to three years, although 
some individuals may live five years or 
more if conditions are favorable, and 
then plants may not be visible again 
until the next disturbance 
(Fotheringham and Keeley 1998). 

Like many other Astragalus species, 
Astragalus brauntonii is self-fertile, and 
also produces seed through cross- 
pollination (Fotheringham and Keeley 
1998). Insect pollinators of A. 
brauntonii are polylectic, meaning that 
they utilize several plant species within 
an area (Karron 1987), and a variety of 
plants may be necessary to sustain 
populations of pollinators. Insect 
visitors include megachilid bees and 
bumblebees (Fotheringham and Keeley 
1998). Gathmann and Tscharntke (2002) 
determined that maximum foraging 
distance of several species of solitary 
bees was positively correlated with 
body length. The body length of 
megachilid bees ranges 0.24–0.47 inches 
(in) (6–12 millimeters (mm)). Based on 

the linear regression model calculated 
by Gathmann and Tscharntke (2002), 
the maximum foraging distance of 
megachilid bees is 492–1,968 ft (150– 
600 m). The body length of bumblebees 
(Bombus sp.) ranges 0.51–0.98 in (13–25 
mm), giving them a maximum foraging 
distance of 1,968–3,937 ft (600–1,200 m) 
(Gathmann and Tscharntke 2002). 
Therefore, known pollinators of P. lyonii 
have the ability to pollinate individual 
plants up to 1,968 ft (600 m) from the 
pollen source, suggesting that genetic 
connectivity can occur between 
populations that are up to 1,968 ft (600 
m) apart from each other. 

Areas That Provide the Basic 
Requirements for Growth (Such as 
Water, Light, and Minerals) 

Astragalus brauntonii may be limited 
to shallow calcium carbonate soils 
derived from marine substrates 
(Mistretta 1992, Fotheringham and 
Keeley 1998, Betsey Landis, California 
Native Plant Society, in litt. 2005). It 
occasionally occurs on non-carbonate 
soils at down-wash sites near other 
known occurrences, although 
survivorship of plants may be reduced 
on non-carbonate soils (Fotheringham 
and Keeley 1998; B. Landis, in litt. 
2005). 

Habitat of Astragalus brauntonii has 
been described as scrub dominated by 
chaparral with a high overall percentage 
(<80%) of vegetative cover, however, 
the species does not tolerate shading 
and is associated with bare ground 
directly around the plant (Carroll 1987, 
Fotheringham and Keeley 1998). It may 
persist for several years on sites where 
microsite conditions inhibit or are 
hostile to shrub growth, or it may be 
gradually crowded out by more robust 
and tough-woody chaparral plants until 
the next disturbance event that removes 
plant cover (Carroll 1987; Fotheringham 
and Keeley 1998). Common species 
associated with chaparral communities 
in this region of California are chamise 
(Adenostoma fasciculatum), California 
lilacs (Ceanothus spp.), manzanitas 
(Arctostaphylos spp.), sages (Salvia 
spp.), California buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum), laurel sumac (Malosma 
laurina), sugar bush (Rhus ovata), and 
yucca (Yucca whipplei) (Hanes 1988). 
Common species associated with coastal 
sage scrub are California sagebrush 
(Artemisia californica), sages, California 
buckwheat, lemonade berry (Rhus 
integrifolia), encelia (Encelia 
californica), and goldenbush (Isocoma 
menziesii) (Mooney 1988). The above- 
ground expression of A. brauntonii 
populations are patchy over time and 
space as a result of the dormant seed 
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bank and dynamic habitat conditions 
and physical processes where it occurs. 

Primary Constituents for Astragalus 
brauntonii 

Pursuant to our regulations, we are 
required to identify the known physical 
and biological features (PCEs) essential 
to the conservation of Astragalus 
brauntonii. All areas designated as 
critical habitat for A. brauntonii are 
occupied, within the species’ historic 
geographic range, and contain sufficient 
PCEs to support at least one life history 
function. 

Based on our current knowledge of 
the life history, biology, and ecology of 
the species and the requirements of the 
habitat to sustain the essential life 
history functions of the species, we have 
determined that the PCEs for Astragalus 
brauntonii are: 

(1) Calcium carbonate soils derived 
from marine sediment; 

(2) Low proportion (<10%) of shrub 
cover directly around the plant; and 

(3) Chaparral and coastal sage scrub 
communities characterized by periodic 
disturbances that stimulate seed 
germination (e.g., fire, flooding, erosion) 
and reduce vegetative cover. 

This designation is designed for the 
conservation of those areas containing 
PCEs necessary to support the life 
history functions that were the basis for 
the proposal. Because not all life history 
functions require all the PCEs, not all 
critical habitat will contain all of the 
PCEs. 

Units are designated based on 
sufficient PCEs being present to support 
one or more of the species’s life history 
functions. Some units contain all PCEs 
and support multiple life processes, 
while some units contain only a portion 
of the PCEs necessary to support the 
species’ particular use of that habitat. 
Where a subset of the PCEs is present at 
the time of designation, this rule 
protects those PCEs and thus the 
conservation function of the habitat. 

Pentachaeta lyonii 

Space for Individual and Population 
Growth, Including Sites for 
Germination, Pollination, Reproduction, 
and Seed Bank 

Pentachaeta lyonii is an annual plant 
that may exhibit large fluctuations in 
population size between years (Keeley 
and Baer-Keeley 1992). Population 
boundaries exhibit annual fluctuations, 
although the plants generally remain 
within core areas that contain suitable 
microsite characteristics (Keeley and 
Baer-Keeley 1992). Each flower 
produces 30 or more seed heads, and 
each seed head produces 20 to 40 seeds; 

therefore, in a favorable year, an 
individual plant may produce on the 
order of 1,000 seeds. The seeds likely 
persist in the soil for several years 
during extended dry spells 
(Fotheringham and Keeley 1998). Plant 
seeds are frequently dispersed by a 
variety of vectors, some which result in 
short-distance dispersal, and others 
which result in long-distance dispersal 
(Cain et al. 2000; Nathan and Muller- 
Landau 2000). The presence of 
deciduous pappus bristles on the seeds 
indicates that the plant does not exhibit 
long-distance dispersal by wind, as do 
many other species in this family, 
reducing the likelihood of colonization 
of new areas and contributing to the 
limited distribution by this method 
(Keeley and Baer-Keeley 1992; 
Fotheringham and Keeley 1998). Long- 
distance dispersal, however, is likely 
achieved by transport of seeds by 
wildlife. Seeds from species within the 
Asteraceae family are known to be 
transported by small seed-eating 
mammals, including ground squirrels 
(Citellus sp.) pocket mice (Perognathus 
sp.), kangaroo rats (Dipodomys sp.), and 
birds, including quail (Lophortyx sp.) 
(Martin et al. 1961). Small mammals 
facilitate seed dispersal through 
consumption and elimination of 
undigested seed and through seed 
caching (Cain et al. 2000; Sieg 1987). 

Pentachaeta lyonii is not capable of 
self-pollination, but is dependent upon 
insect pollinators for successful seed 
production (Fotheringham and Keeley 
1998). Pollinators of P. lyonii include 
digger bees, andrenid bees, and 
megachilid bees (Braken and Verhoeven 
1998; Fotheringham and Keeley 1998). 
These pollinators are polylectic, 
meaning that they utilize several plant 
species within an area (Braken and 
Verhoeven 1998), and a variety of plants 
are necessary to sustain pollinator 
populations. Based on the linear 
regression model calculated by 
Gathmann and Tscharntke (2002), the 
maximum foraging distance of digger 
bees (body length 0.51–0.75 in; 13–19 
mm) is approximately 1,968 ft (600 m), 
and the maximum foraging distance of 
megachilid bees (body length 0.24–0.47 
in; 6–12 mm) is 492–1,968 ft (150–600 
m). The maximum foraging distance of 
andrenid bees is 853–1,640 ft (260–500 
m) (Gathmann and Tscharntke 2002). 
Therefore, known pollinators of P. lyonii 
have the ability to pollinate individual 
plants up to 1,968 ft (600 m) from the 
pollen source, suggesting that genetic 
connectivity occurs between 
populations that are up to 1,968 ft (600 
m) apart from each other. 

Areas That Provide the Basic 
Requirements for Growth (Such as 
Water, Light, and Minerals) 

Pentachaeta lyonii tends to occur on 
rocky clay soils of volcanic origin (Baier 
& Associates 1991; Impact Sciences 
2003). It has been recorded in areas with 
a large percentage of bare ground 
(>60%), a low proportion of vegetative 
cover (<25%), and it does not compete 
well with dense annual grasses or 
shrubs (Keeley 1995, Fotheringham and 
Keeley 1998). P. lyonii will persist in 
stable populations without disturbance 
if site conditions such as exposed soils 
that exhibit a microbiotic crust (Belnap 
1990) inhibit invasion by shrubs and 
annual grasses, or it may require 
periodic disturbances to remove plant 
competitors (Fotheringham and Keeley 
1998). The chaparral and coastal sage 
plant communities are similar to those 
described above for Astragalus 
brauntonii. The pocket grasslands 
within these shrub communities that 
support P. lyonii are comprised of native 
and nonnative grasses including purple 
needlegrass (Nassella pulchra), wild oat 
(Avena spp.), and bromes (Bromus 
spp.); as well as a variety of herbs. 

Primary Constituents for Pentachaeta 
lyonii 

Pursuant to our regulations, we are 
required to identify the known physical 
and biological features (PCEs) essential 
to the conservation of Pentachaeta 
lyonii. All areas designated as critical 
habitat for P. lyonii are occupied, within 
the species’ historic geographic range, 
and contain sufficient PCEs to support 
at least one life history function. 

Based on our current knowledge of 
the life history, biology, and ecology of 
the species and the requirements of the 
habitat to sustain the essential life 
history functions of the species, we have 
determined that the PCEs for 
Pentachaeta lyonii are: 

(1) Clay soils of volcanic origin; 
(2) Exposed soils that exhibit a 

microbiotic crust which may inhibit 
invasion by other plant competitors; and 

(3) A mosaic of bare ground (>10%) 
patches in an area with less than 60 
percent cover. 

This designation is designed for the 
conservation of the PCEs necessary to 
support the life history functions that 
were the basis for the proposal. Because 
not all life history functions require all 
the PCEs, not all critical habitat will 
contain all of the PCEs. 

Units are designated based on 
sufficient PCEs being present to support 
one or more of the species’s life history 
functions. Some units contain all PCEs 
and support multiple life processes, 
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while some units contain only a portion 
of the PCEs necessary to support the 
species’ particular use of that habitat. 
Where a subset of the PCEs is present at 
the time of designation, this rule 
protects those PCEs and thus the 
conservation function of the habitat. 

Criteria Used To Identify Critical 
Habitat 

As required by section 4(b)(1)(A) of 
the Act, we use the best scientific and 
commercial data available in 
determining areas that contain the 
features that are essential to the 
conservation of Astragalus brauntonii 
and Pentachaeta lyonii. We have also 
reviewed available information that 
pertains to the habitat requirements of 
these species. This includes information 
from Service documents, including the 
final rule listing these taxa as 
endangered (62 FR 4172; January 29, 
1997) and the recovery plan (USFWS 
1999); information from the CNDD 
(2003); data in reports submitted during 
section 7 consultations; recent 
biological surveys; regional GIS 
coverages; information from research 
published in peer-reviewed articles and 
presented in agency reports; aerial 
photos; and discussions with botanical 
experts. We designated no areas outside 
the geographic area presently occupied 
by the species. 

We used agency and academic reports 
to describe the ecology, habitat, and 
pollination biology of Astragalus 
brauntonii and other related Astragalus 
species (Carroll 1987; Karron 1987; 
Fotheringham and Keeley 1998; 
Gathmann and Tscharntke 2002). We 
used agency and academic reports to 
describe the ecology, habitat, and 
pollination biology of Pentachaeta 
lyonii (Belnap 1990; Keeley and Baer- 
Keeley 1992; Keeley 1995; Braker and 
Verhoeven 1998; Fotheringham and 
Keeley 1998; Gathmann and Tscharntke 
2002). 

We designated critical habitat on 
lands that were occupied at the time of 
listing, are currently known to be 
occupied, and contain sufficient PCEs to 
support life history functions essential 
for the conservation of Astragalus 
brauntonii and Pentachaeta lyonii, and 
may be in need of special management 
considerations or protections. In a few 
instances, we designated occupied areas 
that were identified after listing, but 
which we determined to be essential to 
the conservation of A. brauntonii and P. 
lyonii. 

We reevaluated the proposed 
designations based on public comment, 
peer review, the economic analysis of 
the proposed rule, public comments on 
the economic analysis, and other 

available and new information to ensure 
that the designation accurately reflects 
habitat containing the physical and 
biological features essential to the 
conservation of Astragalus brauntonii 
and Pentachaeta lyonii. 

Astragalus brauntonii 
We designated critical habitat for 

Astragalus brauntonii—supporting areas 
that were known to be occupied at the 
time of listing and contain the features 
essential to the conservation of the 
species. We also designated occurrences 
not known to be occupied at the time of 
listing but which are currently 
occupied, and were determined to be 
essential to the conservation of the 
species. We included occurrences not 
known to be occupied at the time of 
listing because this species is extremely 
limited in distribution and often occurs 
in very small disjunct populations, 
making it particularly vulnerable to 
extinction. According to Noss et al. 
(1997), a species distributed across 
multiple sites within its range is less 
susceptible to extinction than another 
similar species confined to far fewer 
sites. As a result, being restricted to 
small, isolated locations makes the 
species more vulnerable to threats such 
as loss of genetic variation, extremely 
small or declining population sizes, and 
increased vulnerability to stochastic 
(i.e., random or less predictable) events. 
Inclusion of all known occurrences that 
still contain the PCEs was deemed 
necessary in this instance to reduce 
fragmentation and helps to maintain 
genetic connectivity between 
populations and increase the chance of 
recolonization from neighboring patches 
if one patch becomes extirpated. 

We designated critical habitat for 
Astragalus brauntonii in areas that 
contained known populations and 
additional surrounding suitable habitat 
that likely supports unmapped or 
unknown patches present but missed 
during surveys within populations, and 
likely incorporates the existing seed 
bank. We included patches of 
surrounding suitable habitat, using the 
method described below, around known 
plant locations because of the difficulty 
of knowing the full distribution given 
the long dormancy of this species’ seed 
bank and the aboveground expression of 
the plant in different portions of the 
species’ range over time. Inclusion of 
this surrounding suitable habitat allows 
for necessary life history functions such 
as seed dispersal, support of associated 
insect pollinators, and appropriate 
periodic ground disturbances in order to 
stimulate dormant seeds within the soil 
to germinate. We also connected units 
within close geographic proximity to 

each other to maintain genetic 
connectivity between populations, 
reduce fragmentation, and to include 
contiguous habitat for pollinators and 
seed dispersal. A detailed description of 
how we determined areas appropriate 
for inclusion follows. 

We used a multi-step process to map 
critical habitat units. First, we mapped 
all CNDDB records of Astragalus 
brauntonii in a GIS format. These data 
consist of polygons (figures made up of 
several line segments) depicting the 
results of field surveys for A. brauntonii. 
Additional records from recent surveys 
that are not in the CNDDB records were 
also mapped in a GIS format. To 
determine areas where unmapped or 
unknown patches within populations 
are likely to occur, and to include areas 
that contain an unknown or 
unexpressed seed bank, we measured 
the distance from the centroid of each 
known occurrence or ‘‘patch’’ to the 
centroid of the nearest neighboring 
patch, and found that the average 
distance between nearest patches was 
935 ft (285 m). Therefore, we included 
additional suitable habitat up to 935 ft 
(285 m) from known occurrences to 
incorporate entire populations that are 
patchy in time and space. 

Then, we connected areas that were 
within 1,968 ft (600 m) of each other, 
because this is the distance between 
populations that could be traversed by 
important insect pollinators, and this 
approach allows for genetic exchange 
and connectivity between populations 
and reduces fragmentation. As 
discussed in the PCEs section, known 
pollinators of Astragalus brauntonii 
include megachilid bees and 
bumblebees. Based on body length, 
foraging ranges are approximately 492– 
1,968 ft (150–600 m) for megachilid bees 
and 1,968–3,937 ft (600–1,200 m) for 
bumblebees (Gathmann and Tscharntke 
2002). We chose 1,968 ft (600 m) as the 
maximum distance to connect known 
populations because 1,968 ft (600 m) is 
the minimum foraging range for 
bumblebees, and megachilid bees also 
fall within this foraging range. Plant 
communities between these areas would 
also support insect pollinators and seed 
dispersers of A. brauntonii, and may 
also contain unknown or unmapped 
populations and/or a dormant seed 
bank. 

Pentachaeta lyonii 
We designated critical habitat for 

areas that support occurrences of 
Pentachaeta lyonii that were known to 
be occupied at the time of listing and 
contain the features essential to the 
conservation of the species. We also 
designated occurrences not known to be 
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occupied at the time of listing but which 
are currently occupied; however, these 
occurrences are within the geographic 
range of occurrences known to be 
occupied at the time of listing and 
contain the features essential to the 
conservation of the species. With the 
exception of Unit 6, we included all 
known occurrences that still contain the 
PCEs because this species is extremely 
limited in distribution, and patches 
exhibit large annual fluctuations in 
population numbers and area, making it 
particularly vulnerable to extinction. 
According to Noss et al. (1997), a 
species distributed across multiple sites 
within its range is less susceptible to 
extinction than another similar species 
confined to far fewer sites. As a result, 
being restricted to small, isolated 
locations makes the species more 
vulnerable to threats such as loss of 
genetic variation, extremely small or 
declining population sizes, and 
increased vulnerability to stochastic 
(i.e., random or less predictable) events. 
Inclusion of all known occurrences, 
with the exception of Unit 6, that still 
contain the PCEs reduces fragmentation, 
maintains genetic connectivity between 
populations, and increases the chance of 
recolonization from neighboring patches 
if one patch becomes extirpated. 

We designated critical habitat for 
Pentachaeta lyonii in areas that 
contained known populations and 
additional surrounding suitable habitat 
that likely includes unmapped or 
unknown patches present but missed 
during surveys within populations, and 
incorporates the existing seed bank. We 
included surrounding habitat around 
known plant locations, using the 
method described below, because the 
boundaries of patches fluctuate between 
years, and this species’ ability to 
maintain a seed bank during extended 
dry spells makes it difficult to know the 
full distribution of the species. 
Inclusion of surrounding suitable 
habitat allows for support of associated 
insect pollinators. We also connected 
units within close geographic proximity 
to each other to maintain genetic 
connectivity between populations, 
reduce fragmentation, and include 
contiguous habitat for pollinators and 
allow for population boundaries to 
expand. 

We used a multi-step process to map 
critical habitat units. First, we mapped 
all CNDDB records of Pentachaeta lyonii 
in a GIS format. These data consist of 
polygons depicting the results of field 
surveys for P. lyonii. Additional records 
from recent surveys that are not in the 
CNDDB records were also mapped in a 
GIS format. To determine areas where 
unmapped or unknown patches within 

populations are likely to occur, and to 
include areas that contain an unknown 
or unexpressed seed bank, we measured 
the distance from the centroid of each 
known occurrence or ‘‘patch’’ to the 
centroid of the nearest neighboring 
patch, and found that the average 
distance between nearest patches was 
902 ft (275 m). Therefore, we included 
additional suitable habitat up to (902 ft 
(275 m) from known occurrences. 
Population boundaries are known to 
fluctuate, so this approach also includes 
areas into which populations could 
expand. 

Then, we connected areas that were 
within 1,968 ft (600 m) of each other 
because this is the distance between 
populations that could be traversed by 
important insect pollinators, and this 
approach allows for genetic exchange 
and connectivity between populations 
and reduces fragmentation. As 
discussed in the PCEs section, known 
pollinators of Pentachaeta lyonii 
include digger bees, megachilid bees, 
and andrenid bees. Based on body 
length, foraging ranges are 
approximately 1,968 ft (600 m) for 
digger bees, 492–1,968 ft (150–600 m) 
for megachilid bees and 853–1,640 ft 
(260–500 m) for andrenid bees 
(Gathmann and Tscharntke 2002). We 
chose 1,968 ft (600 m) as the maximum 
distance to connect known populations 
because 1,968 ft (600 m) is the foraging 
range for digger bees, and megachilid 
bees, and andrenid bees also fall within 
this foraging range. Plant communities 
between these areas would also support 
insect pollinators, include areas for 
population boundaries to expand, and 
may also contain unknown or 
unmapped populations and/or a seed 
bank. 

When determining final critical 
habitat boundaries, we made every 
effort to avoid including developed 
areas such as buildings, paved areas, 
and other structures that lack PCEs for 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii. Because of their small scale, the 
maps prepared under the parameters for 
publication within the Code of Federal 
Regulations may not reflect the 
exclusion of such developed areas. Any 
such structures and the land under them 
inadvertently left inside critical habitat 
boundaries shown on the maps of this 
final rule have been excluded by text 
and are not designated as critical 
habitat. Therefore, Federal actions 
limited to these excluded areas would 
not trigger section 7 consultation, unless 
they affect the species and/or primary 
constituent elements in adjacent critical 
habitat. 

We are designating critical habitat in 
areas that contain sufficient primary 

constituent elements (PCEs) to support 
life history functions essential for the 
conservation of the species. Lands are 
proposed for designation based on 
sufficient PCEs being present to support 
the life processes of the species. Some 
lands contain all PCEs and support 
multiple life processes. Some lands 
contain only a portion of the PCEs 
necessary to support the particular use 
of that habitat. 

A brief discussion of each area 
designated as critical habitat is provided 
in the unit descriptions below. 
Additional detailed documentation 
concerning the essential nature of these 
areas is contained in our supporting 
record for this rulemaking. 

Special Management Considerations or 
Protections 

When designating critical habitat, we 
assess whether the areas determined to 
be occupied at the time of listing and 
containing the PCEs may require special 
management considerations or 
protections. As discussed in the listing 
rule, throughout our proposed rule 
published on November 10, 2006 (70 FR 
68982), and in this final rule, most of 
the known occurrences of Astragalus 
brauntonii and Pentachaeta lyonii occur 
within the direct vicinity of urban areas 
and are threatened by direct and 
indirect effects of habitat fragmentation 
and loss resulting from urban 
development. The most significant 
threat to both species is direct loss of 
plants from urban development. In 
addition, indirect effects associated with 
urban development include habitat 
fragmentation, which reduces gene flow 
between sites; reduction in insect 
pollinators; increases in nonnative 
plants and animals; and changes in local 
hydrology that affect plant communities 
(Conservation Biology Institute 2000). 

Known threats to both species include 
but are not limited to: Weed control 
such as herbicide application, mowing, 
and direct removal of plants; increased 
fire frequencies associated with human 
activities that contribute to the 
conversion of native shrubland to 
grassland; competition from nonnative 
plant species; and cattle grazing and 
recreational activities such as off-road 
vehicle use and equestrian and foot 
traffic that results in trampling of plants. 
Other known threats specific to 
Astragalus brauntonii include land use 
activities that result in frequent 
disturbances and removal of plants 
before they replenish the seed bank, 
such as yearly road maintenance. Other 
known threats specific to Pentachaeta 
lyonii include soil-disturbing activities 
such as discing associated with fire 
suppression activities and changes to 
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the structure and composition of pocket 
grassland communities that displace P. 
lyonii (i.e., introduction of nonnative 
annual grasses, changes in local 
hydrology, and increased gopher 
activity). As such, we believe that each 
area designated as critical habitat may 
require some level of management and/ 
or protection to address the current and 
future threats to the species. Threats 
specific to each unit that may require 
special management considerations or 
protection are further discussed in the 
Unit Descriptions section. 

Critical Habitat Designation 

We are designating 3,300 ac (1337 ha) 
within six units as critical habitat for 
Astragalus brauntonii. The critical 
habitat areas described below constitute 

our best assessment at this time of areas 
determined to be occupied at the time 
of listing, that contain the PCEs and may 
require special management, and those 
additional areas that were not known at 
the time of listing but were found to be 
essential to the conservation of A. 
brauntonii. With the exception of Units 
1 and 3, all areas not known at the time 
of listing are within the same geographic 
areas and part of the same populations 
as those areas known at the time of 
listing. For reasons described previously 
(see Criteria Used To Identify Critical 
Habitat section), we have determined 
that inclusion of all known locations 
that still contain the PCEs, including 
those not known at the time of listing, 
is essential to the conservation of the 
species because this species is 

extremely limited in distribution, has a 
very small overall population size, and 
often occurs in very small disjunct 
populations, making it particularly 
vulnerable to extinction (Noss et al. 
1997). Inclusion of these populations 
reduces fragmentation, prevents range 
collapse of the species, maintains 
genetic connectivity between 
populations, and increases the chance of 
recolonization from neighboring 
populations if one patch becomes 
extirpated (Noss et al. 1997). 

Table 1 shows the proposed and final 
critical habitat units for Astragalus 
brauntonii. Table 2 shows the 
approximate area designated as critical 
habitat for A. brauntonii by land 
ownership. 

TABLE 1.—PROPOSED AND FINAL CRITICAL HABITAT UNITS FOR ASTRAGALUS BRAUNTONII (AC (HA)) 

Critical habitat units/subunits County 
Proposed rule 

(Nov. 10, 2005) 
ac (ha) 

Final rule 
ac (ha) 

Unit 1: Northern Simi Hills ...................................................... Ventura ................................................... 471 (191) 434 (175) 
Subunit 1a ........................................................................ ................................................................ 196 (79) 183 (74) 
Subunit 1b ........................................................................ ................................................................ 80 (32) 73 (29) 
Subunit 1c ........................................................................ ................................................................ 118 (48) 108 (44) 
Subunit 1d ........................................................................ ................................................................ 77 (32) 70 (28) 

Unit 2: Southern Simi Hills ...................................................... Ventura/Los Angeles .............................. 1,128 (456) 1,019 (414) 
Subunit 2a ........................................................................ ................................................................ 452 (183) 410 (166) 
Subunit 2b ........................................................................ ................................................................ 1 (0.5) 1 (0.5) 
Subunit 2c ........................................................................ ................................................................ 173 (70) 144 (58) 
Subunit 2d ........................................................................ ................................................................ 121 (49) 111 (45) 
Subunit 2e ........................................................................ ................................................................ 157 (63) 146 (60) 
Subunit 2f ......................................................................... ................................................................ 224 (90) 207 (84) 

Unit 3: Santa Monica Mountains ............................................ Los Angeles ........................................... 243 (98) 228 (93) 
Unit 4: Pacific Palisades ......................................................... Los Angeles ........................................... 577 (233) 505 (205) 
Unit 5: Monrovia ...................................................................... Los Angeles ........................................... 331 (134) 282 (114) 
Unit 6: Coal Canyon ............................................................... Orange ................................................... 889 (360) 832 (336) 

Total .......................................................................... ................................................................ 3,639 (1,472) 3,300 (1,337) 

TABLE 2.—APPROXIMATE ACREAGE BY LAND OWNERSHIP CATEGORIES WITHIN CRITICAL HABITAT UNITS/SUBUNITS FOR 
ASTRAGALUS BRAUNTONII (AC (HA)) 

Critical habitat unit and subunit Federal State Local agency Private Total 

Unit 1: Northern Simi Hills ..................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 21 (9) 413 (166) 4 34 (175) 
Subunit 1a ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 19 (8) 164 (66) 183 (74) 
Subunit 1b ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 73 (29) 73 (29) 
Subunit 1c ....................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 108 (44) 108 (44) 
Subunit 1d ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (1) 68 (27) 70 (28) 

Unit 2: Southern Simi Hills ..................... 196 (80) 118 (48) 427 (173) 278 (113) 1,019 (414) 
Subunit 2a ...................................... 0 (0) 118 (48) 221 (89) 71 (29) 410 (166) 
Subunit 2b ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (0.5) 0 (0) 1 (0.5) 
Subunit 2c ....................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 144 (58) 0 (0) 144 (58) 
Subunit 2d ...................................... 111 (45) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 111 (45) 
Subunit 2e ...................................... 85 (35) 0 (0) 61 (25) 0 (0) 146 (60) 
Subunit 2f ....................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 207 (84) 207 (84) 

Unit 3: Santa Monica Mountains ........... 172 (70) 0 (0) 0 (0) 56 (23) 228 (93) 
Unit 4: Pacific Palisades ........................ 0 (0) 439 (178) 0 (0) 66 (27) 505 (205) 
Unit 5: Monrovia .................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 218 (88) 64 (26) 282 (114) 
Unit 6: Coal Canyon .............................. 0 (0) 589 (238) 0 (0) 243 (98) 832 (336) 

Total ......................................... 368 (150) 1,146 (464) 666 (270) 1,120 (453) 3,300 (1,337) 
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We present brief descriptions of all 
units, and reasons why they meet the 
definition of critical habitat for 
Astragalus brauntonii, below. 

Unit 1: Northern Simi Hills Unit 
This unit is located south of Simi 

Valley in the northern Simi Hills in 
Ventura County and consists of 21 ac (9 
ha) of local agency land (Rancho Simi 
Recreation and Parks District) and 413 
ac (166 ha) of private lands. It is divided 
into four subunits mapped from 
occurrences identified after the time of 
listing but currently occupied; all occur 
within 1.5 mi (2.5 km) of each other. 
Unit 1, inclusive of the four subunits, is 
located within the same physiographic 
area (the Simi Hills) as Unit 2. This unit 
is essential because it represents a 
previously unknown portion of the 
species’ range north of Unit 2, and 
inclusion of multiple populations 
within the entire range increases a 
species’ chance of persistence (Noss et 
al. 1997). These subunits are occupied 
and contain one or more of the PCEs. 
Threats that may require special 
management in this unit include road 
maintenance, which could result in 
disturbances that are too frequent and 
prevent replenishment of the seed bank, 
invasion of nonnative plants which 
could crowd out A. brauntonii, cattle 
grazing, and recreation activities such as 
equestrian and foot traffic, which could 
result in trampling of plants. 

Subunit 1a: This subunit consists of 
19 ac (8 ha) of local agency land in 
Challenger Park owned by Rancho Simi 
Recreation and Parks District and 164 ac 
(66 ha) of private land within dedicated 
open space managed by the Bridle Path 
Homeowner’s Association. It occurs 
along Bus Canyon. This subunit 
contains at least two of the PCEs (2 and 
3); whether it contains PCE 1 is 
unknown. This subunit supports a 
population as evidenced by three plants 
observed in three separate locations in 
1998. 

Subunit 1b: This subunit consists of 
73 ac (29 ha) of private land that may 
be threatened by urban development. It 
occurs near the end of Peter Place Road 
in Simi Valley, which is north of Bus 
Canyon at the edge of an urban 
development. This subunit contains at 
least two of the PCEs (2 and 3); whether 
it contains PCE 1 is unknown. This 
subunit supports a population of at least 
three plants observed in 2000. 

Subunit 1c: This subunit consists of 
108 ac (44 ha) of private land within 
dedicated open space managed by the 
Bridle Path Homeowner’s Association. It 
occurs along a ridge between Bus 
Canyon and Runkel Canyon above a fire 
road. This subunit contains all of the 

PCEs. This subunit supports a 
population of approximately 66 plants 
observed in 2004. 

Subunit 1d: This subunit consists of 
68 ac (27 ha) of private land owned by 
Boeing and 2 ac (1 ha) of local agency 
lands (Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy). This subunit contains at 
least two of the PCEs (2 and 3); whether 
it contains PCE 1 is unknown. Several 
hundred plants were reported at this 
location after a fire in 2006 (Lopez 
2006). 

Unit 2: Southern Simi Hills Unit 
This unit is located along the 

southern Simi Hills in Ventura and Los 
Angeles Counties and consists of 196 ac 
(80 ha) of Federal lands, 118 ac (48 ha) 
of State land, 427 ac (173 ha) of local 
agency lands (Conejo Open Space 
Conservation Authority (COSCA), City 
of Thousand Oaks, Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy, and Rancho 
Simi Recreation and District), and 278 
ac (113 ha) of private land. This unit is 
divided into six subunits mapped from 
records known at the time of listing and 
occurrences identified after listing. 
These subunits are all within 3.2 mi (5.2 
km) of each other and occur along the 
southern perimeter of the geologic 
Chatsworth Formation. Overall, these 
subunits contain all of the PCEs, 
provide connectivity between several 
occurrences known at the time of 
listing, and represent the southernmost 
portion of the species’ range within the 
Simi Hills. Inclusion of these subunits 
reduces fragmentation, maintains 
genetic connectivity between 
populations, and increases the chance of 
recolonization from neighboring 
populations if one patch becomes 
extirpated (Noss et al. 1997). Threats 
that may require special management in 
this unit include road and trail 
maintenance that could result in 
disturbances that are too frequent and 
prevent replenishment of the seed bank, 
invasion of nonnative plants that could 
crowd out Astragalus brauntonii, edge 
effects from urban development, and 
recreation activities such as off-road 
vehicles and equestrian and foot traffic, 
which could result in trampling of 
plants. 

Subunit 2a: This subunit consists of 
118 ac (48 ha) of State land managed by 
COSCA, 221 ac (89 ha) of local agency 
lands designated as open space in 
Oakbrook Regional Park and owned and 
managed by COSCA, and 71 ac (29 ha) 
of private land. This subunit is mapped 
from occurrences known at the time of 
listing and it contains all of the PCEs. 
It includes small numbers of plants 
found in several locations along a ridge; 
we believe a seed bank exists within 

and between known occurrences 
because the locations are near each 
other and the habitat is contiguous 
between them and close enough for 
genetic connectivity through insect 
pollination. 

Subunit 2b: This subunit consists of 1 
ac (0.5 ha) of local agency land owned 
by the City of Thousand Oaks. This 
subunit occurs within a Southern 
California Edison easement and adjacent 
to a trail in Conejo Open Space District 
surrounded by a residential 
neighborhood. It is mapped from an 
occurrence identified after listing and it 
contains all of the PCEs. Despite the 
small size of the subunit, it likely 
contains a relatively large population; 
approximately 68 plants were observed 
at this location in 2003. The population 
is enclosed by permanent fencing, and 
the area receives periodic vegetation 
clearing for fire control. 

Subunit 2c: This subunit consists of 
144 ac (58 ha) of local agency land in 
Oak Canyon Community Park owned 
and managed by Rancho Simi 
Recreation and Parks District. This 
subunit is mapped from an occurrence 
known at the time of listing and it 
contains all of the PCEs. It includes 
plants found in several locations along 
both sides of Medea Creek and contains 
a relatively large area. Approximately 
400 plants were observed in this area in 
1993, although few plants have been 
observed since then. This subunit is 
threatened by additional park 
development, which may require 
special management. 

Subunit 2d: This subunit consists of 
111 ac (45 ha) of Federal land within the 
Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area. It includes plants that 
were found at two separate locations on 
both sides of Palo Comado Canyon, and 
is mapped from an occurrence known at 
the time of listing. Fewer than 30 plants 
were observed in this area in 1987, and 
fewer than 10 plants at a time have been 
observed since then, however, the unit 
continues to remain occupied and 
contains a seed bank. This subunit 
contains all of the PCEs. 

Subunit 2e: This subunit consists of 
85 ac (35 ha) of Federal land within the 
Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area, and 61 ac (25 ha) of 
local agency land owned and managed 
as open space by Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy. This subunit is 
located on the east side of Cheseboro 
Canyon in an area that is relatively 
isolated from urban development. It is 
mapped from an occurrence identified 
after listing. Approximately 30 plants 
were observed at this location in 2000, 
hundreds of plants were observed 

VerDate Aug<31>2005 20:04 Nov 13, 2006 Jkt 211001 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4700 E:\FR\FM\14NOR2.SGM 14NOR2rw
ilk

in
s 

on
 P

R
O

D
1P

C
63

 w
ith

 R
U

LE
S

_2



66390 Federal Register / Vol. 71, No. 219 / Tuesday, November 14, 2006 / Rules and Regulations 

during post-fire surveys in 2006, and 
this subunit contains all of the PCEs. 

Subunit 2f: This subunit consists of 
207 ac (84 ha) of private land located 
east of the City of Chatsworth along 
Dayton Canyon in the eastern Simi 
Hills. It is mapped from one occurrence 
known at the time of listing and 
additional occurrences identified since 
the time of listing, although these 
occurrences are within the same 
population. A portion of one of the 
populations was removed during 
development in 1999. This subunit 
contains all of the PCEs. Approximately 
14 plants were observed in this area in 
1999, and 27 plants were observed 
during post-fire surveys in 2006. 

Unit 3: Santa Monica Mountains Unit 
This unit is located in the eastern 

Santa Monica Mountains in upper Zuma 
Canyon, north of Point Dume in Los 
Angeles County. It consists of 172 ac (70 
ha) of Federal land within the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation 
Area, and 56 ac (23 ha) of private land. 
It includes an area where more than 300 
plants were found in 1999 after a 
prescribed burn, and the entire unit is 
mapped from an occurrence identified 
after listing. This unit contains all of the 
PCEs, is occupied, is the only known 
location in the western Santa Monica 
Mountains, and represents the western 
edge of the species’ range. We also 
believe this area supports a large seed 
bank based on the observed post-fire 
germination that occurred here in 1999. 
This unit is essential because it 
represents a previously unknown 
portion of the species’ range, and 
inclusion of multiple populations 
within the entire range increases a 
species’ chance of persistence (Noss et 
al. 1997). Threats that may require 
special management in this unit include 
road maintenance that could result in 
disturbances that are too frequent, 
preventing establishment or 
replenishment of the seed bank. 

Unit 4: Pacific Palisades Unit 
This unit is located in the Santa Ynez 

Canyon north of Pacific Palisades in Los 
Angeles County and consists of 439 ac 
(178 ha) of State lands within Topanga 
State Park and 66 ac (27 ha) of private 
land. It includes plants found in three 
separate locations that are part of a 
single population complex, and is 
mapped from occurrences known at the 
time of listing. This is thought to be a 

large population; over 1,000 plants were 
observed at one of these locations in 
1998. That site is cleared annually for a 
powerline and fuel break, a disturbance 
that likely causes large numbers of 
plants to germinate each year. This unit 
contains all of the PCEs, represents the 
eastern edge of the species’ range within 
the Santa Monica Mountains, provides 
connectivity between the three separate 
locations, is a relatively large good- 
quality site, and the area likely 
incorporates a large existing seed bank. 
Threats that may require special 
management in this unit include road 
maintenance that could result in 
disturbances that are too frequent, 
preventing establishment or 
replenishment of the seed bank, and 
growth of nonnative plants that could 
crowd out Astragalus brauntonii. 

Unit 5: Monrovia Unit 
This unit is located in the San Gabriel 

Mountains in the City of Monrovia in 
Los Angeles County and consists of 218 
ac (88 ha) of local agency land owned 
by the City of Monrovia and managed as 
open space (Monrovia Wilderness 
Preserve) and 64 ac (26 ha) of private 
land. It includes plants found in several 
locations that are part of a single 
population complex, and is mapped 
from an occurrence known at the time 
of listing. This is a large population; 
approximately 700 plants were observed 
in this area in 2004. This unit contains 
all of the PCEs, represents a unique and 
disjunct (separated) piece of the species’ 
range, is a relatively large, good-quality 
site, and the area likely incorporates a 
large existing seed bank. Threats that 
may require special management in this 
unit include maintenance of fire roads, 
the growth of nonnative plants that 
could crowd out Astragalus brauntonii, 
and recreation activities such as foot 
and bicycle traffic, which could result 
in trampling of plants. 

Unit 6: Coal Canyon Unit 
This unit is located south of the City 

of Yorba Linda in Coal Canyon and 
Gypsum Canyon in Orange County and 
consists of 589 ac (238 ha) of State land 
(Chino Hills State Park and California 
Department of Fish and Game—Coal 
Canyon Ecological Reserve) and 243 ac 
(98 ha) of private land. This unit 
includes plants found in several 
locations that are part of a large 
population complex, and is mapped 
from occurrences known at the time of 

listing. This population was very small 
and declining until a fire in 2003, after 
which more than 5,000 plants were 
reported. This unit contains all of the 
PCEs, represents a disjunct portion of 
the species’ range, is a relatively large 
area isolated from urban development, 
and provides genetic connectivity 
between plants found at several 
locations within the unit. We also 
believe the site supports a large seed 
bank, based on the post-fire germination 
that occurred here in 2003. Threats that 
may require special management in this 
unit include maintenance of fire roads 
and the growth of shrubs and nonnative 
plants, which could crowd out 
Astragalus brauntonii. 

Pentachaeta lyonii 

We are designating 3,396 ac (1,372 ha) 
within 6 units as critical habitat for 
Pentachaeta lyonii in Los Angeles and 
Ventura Counties. The units described 
below constitute our best assessment 
currently of areas determined to be 
occupied at the time of listing, that 
contain the PCEs and that may require 
special management, and those 
additional areas that were not known at 
the time of listing but were found to be 
essential to the conservation of P. lyonii. 
All areas not known at the time of 
listing are in the same geographic area 
and within the range of those areas 
determined to be occupied at the time 
of listing. For reasons described 
previously (see Criteria Used To Identify 
Critical Habitat section), we have 
determined that inclusion of all known 
locations, with the exception of Unit 6, 
that still contain the PCEs is essential to 
the conservation of the species because 
this species is extremely limited in 
distribution, has a very small overall 
population size, and often occurs in 
very small disjunct populations, making 
it particularly vulnerable to extinction 
(Noss et al. 1997). Inclusion of these 
populations reduces fragmentation, 
maintains genetic connectivity between 
populations, prevents range collapse of 
the species, and increases the chance of 
recolonization from neighboring 
populations if one patch becomes 
extirpated (Noss et al. 1997). 

Table 3 shows the differences in 
acreage between the proposed and final 
rule, and Table 4 provides the 
approximate area designated as critical 
habitat by land ownership. 
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TABLE 3.—PROPOSED AND FINAL CRITICAL HABITAT UNITS FOR PENTACHAETA LYONII (AC (HA)) 

Critical habitat units/subunits County 
Proposed rule 

(Nov. 10, 2005) 
ac (ha) 

Final rule 
ac (ha) 

Unit 1: Simi Valley .................................................................. Ventura ................................................... 458 (185) 390 (157) 
Subunit 1a ........................................................................ ................................................................ 283 (114) 245 (99) 
Subunit 1b ........................................................................ ................................................................ 19 (8) 18 (7) 
Subunit 1c ........................................................................ ................................................................ 50 (20) 33 (13) 
Subunit 1d ........................................................................ ................................................................ 106 (43) 94 (38) 

Unit 2: Montclef Ridge ............................................................ Ventura ................................................... 1,317 (533) 1,157 (468) 
Subunit 2a ........................................................................ ................................................................ 1,196 (485) 1,051 (425) 
Subunit 2b ........................................................................ ................................................................ 47 (19) 40 (16) 
Subunit 2c ........................................................................ ................................................................ 74 (29) 66 (27) 

Unit 3: Thousand Oaks ........................................................... Ventura/Los Angeles .............................. 1,470 (594) 1,259 (510) 
Subunit 3a ........................................................................ ................................................................ 236 (96) 212 (86) 
Subunit 3b ........................................................................ ................................................................ 75 (30) 64 (26) 
Subunit 3c ........................................................................ ................................................................ 1,159 (468) 983 (398) 

Unit 4: Triunfo Canyon ............................................................ Los Angeles ........................................... 236 (95) 206 (83) 
Unit 5: Mulholland Drive ......................................................... Los Angeles ........................................... 396 (160) 292 (117) 

Subunit 5a ........................................................................ ................................................................ 82 (33) 68 (27) 
Subunit 5b ........................................................................ ................................................................ 163 (66) 107 (43) 
Subunit 5c ........................................................................ ................................................................ 78 (31) 62 (25) 
Subunit 5d ........................................................................ ................................................................ 73 (30) 55 (22) 

Unit 6: Cornell Road ............................................................... Los Angeles ........................................... 233 (94) 0 (0) 
Unit 7: Malibu Lake ................................................................. Los Angeles ........................................... 102 (41) 92 (37) 

Total .......................................................................... ................................................................ 4,212 (1,704) 3,396 (1,372) 

TABLE 4.—APPROXIMATE ACREAGE BY LAND OWNERSHIP CATEGORIES WITHIN CRITICAL HABITAT UNITS/SUBUNITS FOR 
PENTACHAETA LYONII (AC (HA)) 

Critical habitat unit and subunit Federal State Local agency Private Total 

Unit 1: Simi Valley ................................. 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 390 (157) 390 (157) 
Subunit 1a ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 245 (99) 245 (99) 
Subunit 1b ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 18 (7) 18 (7) 
Subunit 1c ....................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 33 (13) 33 (13) 
Subunit 1d ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 94 (38) 94 (38) 

Unit 2: Montclef Ridge ........................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 892 (361) 265 (107) 1,157 (468) 
Subunit 2a ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 862 (349) 189 (76) 1,051 (425) 
Subunit 2b ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 22 (9) 18 (7) 40 (16) 
Subunit 2c ....................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 8 (3) 58 (24) 66 (27) 

Unit 3: Thousand Oaks .......................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 671 (272) 588 (238) 1,259 (510) 
Subunit 3a ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 149 (60) 63 (26) 212 (86) 
Subunit 3b ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 26 (11) 38 (15) 64 (26) 
Subunit 3c ....................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 496 (201) 487 (197) 983 (398) 

Unit 4: Triunfo Canyon ........................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 197 (80) 9 (3) 206 (83) 
Unit 5: Mulholland Drive ........................ 105 (42) 0 (0) 0 (0) 187 (75) 292 (117) 

Subunit 5a ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 68 (27) 68 (27) 
Subunit 5b ...................................... 105 (42) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (1) 107 (43) 
Subunit 5c ....................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 62 (25) 62 (25) 
Subunit 5d ...................................... 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 55 (22) 55 (22) 

Unit 6: Cornell Road .............................. 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Unit 7: Malibu Lake ................................ 0 (0) 58 (23) 0 (0) 34 (14) 92 (37) 

Total ......................................... 105 (42) 58 (23) 1,760 (713) 1,473 (594) 3,396 (1,372) 

We present brief descriptions of all 
units, and reasons why they meet the 
definition of critical habitat for 
Pentachaeta lyonii, below. 

Unit 1: Simi Valley Unit 
This unit is located east of Moorpark 

and west of Simi Valley in Ventura 
County and consists of 390 ac (157 ha) 
of private land. This unit is divided into 
four subunits and mapped from 
occurrences known at the time of 
listing. The subunits are in the same 

geographic area; they are all within 2.5 
mi (4000 m) of each other. These 
subunits are included because they 
contain features that are essential to the 
conservation of the species, contain at 
least two of the PCEs (1 and 3), and the 
unit as a whole represents the 
northernmost edge of the species’ range. 
Inclusion of these subunits reduces 
fragmentation, maintains genetic 
connectivity between populations, and 
increases the chance of recolonization 

from neighboring populations if one 
patch becomes extirpated (Noss et al. 
1997). Soils have not been sampled for 
microbiotic crusts at all locations, so it 
is unknown if every subunit contains 
PCE 2. Threats that may require special 
management in this unit include the 
invasion of annual grasses and 
nonnative plants that could crowd out 
P. lyonii, and grazing, edge effects from 
urban development, road maintenance, 
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and vehicle traffic, which could result 
in removal or trampling of plants. 

Subunit 1a: This subunit is located 
east of Moorpark in the Tierra Rejada 
Hills and consists of 245 ac (99 ha) of 
private land. This subunit includes 
several patches within a single 
population complex; at least 1200 plants 
were recorded in this area in 1995. This 
subunit contains at least two of the PCEs 
(1 and 3); soils have not been sampled 
for microbiotic crusts, so whether it 
contains PCE 2 is unknown. 

Subunit 1b: This subunit is located in 
eastern Moorpark and consists of 18 ac 
(7 ha) of private land within the Tierra 
Rejada Vernal Pool Preserve owned by 
Serenata Homeowners association and 
managed by Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority. It includes one 
of the largest known populations of 
Pentachaeta lyonii, and is fenced and 
monitored annually. This subunit 
contains at least two of the PCEs (1 and 
3); soils have not been sampled for 
microbiotic crusts, so whether it 
contains PCE 2 is unknown. 

Subunit 1c: This subunit is located in 
western Simi Valley near Wood Ranch 
Reservoir and consists of 33 ac (13 ha) 
of private land. It includes at least two 
separate patches of plants within the 
same population complex. This subunit 
contains at least two of the PCEs (1 and 
3); soils have not been sampled for 
microbiotic crusts, so whether it 
contains PCE 2 is unknown. 

Subunit 1d: This subunit is located in 
western Simi Valley directly adjacent to 
Ronald Reagan Presidential Library. It 
consists of 94 ac (38 ha) of private land 
and includes at least two separate 
patches of plants within the same 
population complex. This subunit 
contains at least two of the PCEs (1 and 
3); soils have not been sampled for 
microbiotic crusts, so whether it 
contains PCE 2 is unknown. 

Unit 2: Montclef Ridge Unit 
This unit is located along Montclef 

Ridge, northwest of Newbury Park in 
Ventura County. It consists of 892 ac 
(361 ha) of local agency land (Lynmere, 
Wildwood Park, and Mount Clef Ridge) 
owned and managed by COSCA and 
Conejo Recreation and Parks District, 
and 265 ac (107 ha) of private land. This 
unit is divided into three subunits that 
occur within the same geographic area, 
and are mapped from occurrences 
known at the time of listing and one 
occurrence identified after listing. These 
subunits are included because they 
contain features that are essential to the 
conservation of the species, contain all 
of the PCEs, and represent a large 
proportion of the species’ range. 
Inclusion of these subunits reduces 

fragmentation, maintains genetic 
connectivity between populations, and 
increases the chance of recolonization 
from neighboring populations if one 
patch becomes extirpated (Noss et al. 
1997). Threats that may require special 
management include invasion by annual 
grasses and nonnative plants that could 
crowd out P. lyonii; recreation, 
including equestrian activities, foot 
traffic, and off-road vehicles, which 
could result in trampling of plants; 
illegal dumping, urban development, 
which could result in removal of plants; 
and edge effects from existing urban 
development. 

Subunit 2a: This subunit includes a 
large population complex with patches 
of plants from multiple locations, and is 
mapped from several occurrences 
known at the time of listing and one 
occurrence identified after listing, and 
consists of 862 ac (349 ha) of local 
agency land (Lynmere, Wildwood Park, 
and Mount Clef Ridge) designated as 
open space and owned by COSCA and 
Conejo Recreation and Parks District 
and 189 ac (76 ha) of private land. The 
occurrence identified after listing is 
known to be occupied, and provides 
connectivity between occurrences 
known at the time of listing. This 
subunit consists of a relatively large 
contiguous area with multiple 
populations of Pentachaeta lyonii, and 
it contains all of the PCEs. 

Subunit 2b: This subunit includes at 
least two separate patches of plants 
within the same population complex 
and is mapped from an occurrence 
known at the time of listing. It consists 
of 22 ac (9 ha) of local agency land 
designated as open space and owned by 
COSCA, and 18 ac (7 ha) of private land, 
6 ac (2 ha) of which is owned by 
California Lutheran University. This 
subunit contains all of the PCEs. 

Subunit 2c: This subunit includes at 
least two separate patches of plants 
within the same population complex 
and is mapped from an occurrence 
known at the time of listing. It consists 
of 8 ac (3 ha) of local agency land 
designated as open space and owned by 
COSCA, and 58 ac (24 ha) of private 
land, 34 ac (14 ha) of which is owned 
by California Lutheran University. This 
subunit contains all of the PCEs. 

Unit 3: Thousand Oaks Unit 
This unit is located in Thousand Oaks 

near Lake Sherwood in Ventura and Los 
Angeles Counties. It consists of 671 ac 
(272 ha) of local agency land (COSCA, 
Las Virgenes Metropolitan Water 
District, and Mountain Resources 
Conservation Authority) and 588 ac (238 
ha) of private land. This unit is divided 
into three subunits mapped from 

occurrences known at the time of listing 
and two occurrence identified after 
listing. These subunits are included 
because they contain features that are 
essential to the conservation of the 
species, contain at least two of the PCEs 
(1 and 3), and represent a large 
proportion of the species’ range. 
Inclusion of these subunits reduces 
fragmentation, maintains genetic 
connectivity between populations, and 
increases the chance of recolonization 
from neighboring populations if one 
patch becomes extirpated (Noss et al. 
1997). Soils have not been sampled for 
microbiotic crusts, so whether the 
subunits contain PCE 2 is unknown. 
Threats that may require special 
management include edge effects from 
urban development, removal of plants 
for urban development or fuel 
management, invasion by annual grasses 
and nonnative plants that could crowd 
out Pentachaeta lyonii, and equestrian 
and foot traffic that could result in 
trampling of plants. 

Subunit 3a: This subunit is located 
north of Lake Sherwood and consists of 
149 ac (60 ha) of local agency land 
designated as open space owned by 
COSCA, and 63 ac (26 ha) of private 
land. It is mapped from a relatively large 
population (11,000 plants in 1991) 
known at the time of listing. This 
subunit contains at least two of the PCEs 
(1 and 3); soils have not been sampled 
for microbiotic crusts, so whether it 
contains PCE 2 is unknown. 

Subunit 3b: This subunit is located on 
the north side of Lake Sherwood and 
consists of 26 ac (11 ha) of local agency 
land owned by COSCA and 38 ac (15 
ha) of private land. It is mapped from an 
occurrence known at the time of listing. 
Two of the three patches within this 
population were removed by 
development in 1997; the only 
remaining patch of occupied habitat has 
been designated. This subunit contains 
at least two of the PCEs (1 and 3); soils 
have not been sampled for microbiotic 
crusts, so whether it contains PCE 2 is 
unknown. 

Subunit 3c: This subunit is located 
south of Lake Sherwood and consists of 
496 ac (201 ha) of local agency land 
designated as open space owned by 
COSCA, and 487 ac (197 ha) of private 
land. It is mapped from occurrences 
known at the time of listing and two 
occurrences identified after listing, and 
includes numerous patches of plants 
within one population complex. 
Overall, this subunit contains at least 16 
known populations of Pentachaeta 
lyonii. This subunit contains at least two 
of the PCEs (1 and 3); soils have not 
been sampled for microbiotic crusts, so 
whether it contains PCE 2 is unknown. 
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Unit 4. Triunfo Canyon Unit 

This unit is located in unincorporated 
Los Angeles County. It consists of 197 
ac (80 ha) of local agency land owned 
by Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority, and 9 ac (3 ha) 
of private land. It is mapped from an 
occurrence known at the time of listing 
and includes multiple patches within a 
large, single population complex. This 
unit is included because it contains the 
features essential to the conservation of 
the species, contains all of the PCEs, is 
currently occupied, and represents a 
relatively large population complex of 
Pentachaeta lyonii (37,300 individuals 
estimated in 2000), and is a good-quality 
site. Inclusion of this unit reduces 
fragmentation, maintains genetic 
connectivity between populations, and 
increases the chance of recolonization 
from neighboring populations if one 
patch becomes extirpated (Noss et al. 
1997). Threats that may require special 
management include invasion by annual 
grasses and nonnative plants, which 
could crowd out P. lyonii, fuel 
management, which could result in 
removal of plants, and foot traffic, 
which could result in trampling of 
plants. 

Unit 5: Mullholland Drive Unit 

This unit is located in the Santa 
Monica Mountains in Los Angeles 
County and consists of 105 ac (42 ha) of 
Federal land (Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area) and 187 ac 
(75 ha) of private land. It is divided into 
4 subunits mapped from occurrences 
known at the time of listing and 
occurrences identified after listing. 
These subunits are included because 
they contain features essential to the 
conservation of the species, are 
currently occupied, contain at least two 
of the PCEs (1 and 3), and represent the 
southernmost locations within the 
species’ range. Inclusion of these 
subunits reduces fragmentation, 
maintains genetic connectivity between 
populations, and increases the chance of 
recolonization from neighboring 
populations if one patch becomes 
extirpated (Noss et al. 1997). Soils have 
not been sampled for microbiotic crusts, 
so whether these subunits contain PCE 
2 is unknown. Threats that may require 
special management include the 
potential for development, which could 
result in removal of plants; fuel 
management, which could also result in 
removal of plants; and invasion by 
annual grasses and nonnative plants, 
which could crowd out Pentachaeta 
lyonii. 

Unit 5a: This subunit consists of 68 ac 
(27 ha) of private land along the south 

side of Mulholland Drive. It is mapped 
from an occurrence known at the time 
of listing. This population contained at 
least 3000 individual plants in 2000. 
This subunit contains at least two of the 
PCEs (1 and 3); soils have not been 
sampled for microbiotic crusts, so 
whether it contains PCE 2 is unknown. 

Unit 5b: This subunit consists of 105 
ac (42 ha) of Federal land (Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area) in 
Rocky Oaks Park and 2 ac (1 ha) of 
private land on the west side of Kanan 
Road. This subunit contains at least two 
remaining patches of plants within a 
population complex. One patch within 
this population was extirpated by 
equestrian activities (although the 
habitat remains), so the remaining 
patches have been fenced. It is mapped 
from an occurrence known at the time 
of listing. This subunit contains at least 
two of the PCEs (1 and 3); soils have not 
been sampled for microbiotic crusts, so 
whether it contains PCE 2 is unknown. 

Unit 5c: This subunit consists of 62 ac 
(25 ha) of private land designated as 
open space and managed by Santa 
Monica Mountains Conservancy on 
Mulholland Drive. It includes at least 
two patches of plants within a single 
population complex, and is mapped 
from an occurrence identified after 
listing. This subunit is occupied and 
contains at least two of the PCEs (1 and 
3); soils have not been sampled for 
microbiotic crusts, so whether it 
contains PCE 2 is unknown. 

Unit 5d: This subunit consists of 55 ac 
(22 ha) of private land on Kanan Road. 
It is mapped from an occurrence 
identified after listing. This subunit is 
occupied and contains at least two of 
the PCEs (1 and 3); soils have not been 
sampled for microbiotic crusts, so 
whether it contains PCE 2 is unknown. 

Unit 6: Cornell Road Unit 
All essential lands in Unit 6 are 

excluded from critical habitat 
designation under section 4(b)(2) of the 
Act for economic reasons (see the 
Exclusions Under Section 49b)(2) of the 
Act section). This unit is located in the 
Santa Monica Mountains in Los Angeles 
County and consists of 233 ac (94 ha) of 
private land. It includes plants found in 
several locations and is mapped from an 
occurrence known at the time of listing. 
This unit contains all of the PCEs, 
represents one of the southernmost 
locations within the species’ range, 
contains numerous distinct patches and 
a very large population of individuals 
(> 3 million plants estimated in 1999), 
is genetically distinct from the other 
populations, and contains more genetic 
variability than the other populations. 
Threats that may require special 

management include the potential for 
grading and development, which could 
result in removal of plants, edge effects 
from nearby developments, and 
invasion by annual grasses and 
nonnative plants, which could crowd 
out P. lyonii. 

Unit 7: Malibu Lake Unit 

This unit is located in the Santa 
Monica Mountains in Los Angeles 
County and consists of 58 ac (23 ha) of 
State land (Malibu Creek State Park) and 
34 ac (14 ha) of private land. It is 
mapped from an occurrence known at 
the time of listing. This unit is included 
because it contains features that are 
essential to the conservation of the 
species, contains at least two of the 
PCEs (PCEs 1 and 3), represents the 
easternmost known location within the 
species’ range, is currently occupied, 
and contains a relatively large 
population (100,000–200,000 plants 
estimated in 1998). Inclusion of this 
unit reduces fragmentation, maintains 
genetic connectivity between 
populations, and increases the chance of 
recolonization from neighboring 
populations if one patch becomes 
extirpated (Noss et al. 1997). Soils have 
not been sampled for microbiotic crusts, 
so whether the subunits contain PCE 2 
is unknown. Threats that may require 
special management include recreation 
activities such as foot traffic, which may 
result in trampling of plants. 

Effects of Critical Habitat Designation 

Section 7 Consultation 

Section 7 of the Act requires Federal 
agencies, including the Service, to 
ensure that actions they fund, authorize, 
or carry out are not likely to destroy or 
adversely modify critical habitat. In our 
regulations at 50 CFR 402.02, we define 
destruction or adverse modification as 
‘‘a direct or indirect alteration that 
appreciably diminishes the value of 
critical habitat for both the survival and 
recovery of a listed species. Such 
alterations include, but are not limited 
to, alterations adversely modifying any 
of those physical or biological features 
that were the basis for determining the 
habitat to be critical.’’ However, recent 
decisions by the 5th and 9th Circuit 
Court of Appeals have invalidated this 
definition. Pursuant to current national 
policy and the statutory provisions of 
the Act, destruction or adverse 
modification is determined on the basis 
of whether, with implementation of the 
proposed Federal action, the affected 
critical habitat would remain functional 
(or retain the current ability for the 
primary constituent elements to be 
functionally established) to serve the 
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intended conservation role for the 
species. 

Section 7(a) of the Act requires 
Federal agencies, including the Service, 
to evaluate their actions with respect to 
any species that is proposed or listed as 
endangered or threatened and with 
respect to its critical habitat, if any is 
proposed or designated. Regulations 
implementing this interagency 
cooperation provision of the Act are 
codified at 50 CFR part 402. 

Section 7(a)(4) of the Act requires 
Federal agencies to confer with us on 
any action that is likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of a proposed 
species or result in destruction or 
adverse modification of proposed 
critical habitat. This is a procedural 
requirement only. However, once a 
proposed species becomes listed, or 
proposed critical habitat is designated 
as final, the full prohibitions of section 
7(a)(2) apply to any Federal action. The 
primary utility of the conference 
procedures is to maximize the 
opportunity for a Federal agency to 
adequately consider proposed species 
and critical habitat and avoid potential 
delays in implementing their proposed 
action because of the section 7(a)(2) 
compliance process, should those 
species be listed or the critical habitat 
designated. 

Under conference procedures, the 
Service may provide advisory 
conservation recommendations to assist 
the agency in eliminating conflicts that 
may be caused by the proposed action. 
The Service may conduct either 
informal or formal conferences. Informal 
conferences are typically used if the 
proposed action is not likely to have any 
adverse effects to the proposed species 
or proposed critical habitat. Formal 
conferences are typically used when the 
Federal agency or the Service believes 
the proposed action is likely to cause 
adverse effects to proposed species or 
critical habitat, inclusive of those that 
may cause jeopardy or adverse 
modification. 

The results of an informal conference 
are typically transmitted in a conference 
report, while the results of a formal 
conference are typically transmitted in a 
conference opinion. Conference 
opinions on proposed critical habitat are 
typically prepared according to 50 CFR 
402.14, as if the proposed critical 
habitat were designated. We may adopt 
the conference opinion as the biological 
opinion when the critical habitat is 
designated, if no substantial new 
information or changes in the action 
alter the content of the opinion (see 50 
CFR 402.10(d)). As noted above, any 
conservation recommendations in a 

conference report or opinion are strictly 
advisory. 

If a species is listed or critical habitat 
is designated, section 7(a)(2) of the Act 
requires Federal agencies to ensure that 
activities they authorize, fund, or carry 
out are not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of such a species or 
to destroy or adversely modify its 
critical habitat. If a Federal action may 
affect a listed species or its critical 
habitat, the responsible Federal agency 
(action agency) must enter into 
consultation with us. As a result of this 
consultation, compliance with the 
requirements of section 7(a)(2) will be 
documented through the Service’s 
issuance of: (1) A concurrence letter for 
Federal actions that may affect, but are 
not likely to adversely affect, listed 
species or critical habitat; or (2) a 
biological opinion for Federal actions 
that may affect, but are likely to 
adversely affect, listed species or critical 
habitat. 

When we issue a biological opinion 
concluding that a project is likely to 
result in jeopardy to a listed species or 
the destruction or adverse modification 
of critical habitat, we also provide 
reasonable and prudent alternatives to 
the project, if any are identifiable. 
‘‘Reasonable and prudent alternatives’’ 
are defined at 50 CFR 402.02 as 
alternative actions identified during 
consultation that can be implemented in 
a manner consistent with the intended 
purpose of the action, that are consistent 
with the scope of the Federal agency’s 
legal authority and jurisdiction, that are 
economically and technologically 
feasible, and that the Director believes 
would avoid jeopardy to the listed 
species or destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat. 
Reasonable and prudent alternatives can 
vary from slight project modifications to 
extensive redesign or relocation of the 
project. Costs associated with 
implementing a reasonable and prudent 
alternative are similarly variable. 

Regulations at 50 CFR 402.16 require 
Federal agencies to reinitiate 
consultation on previously reviewed 
actions in instances where a new 
species is listed or critical habitat is 
subsequently designated that may be 
affected and the Federal agency has 
retained discretionary involvement or 
control over the action or such 
discretionary involvement or control is 
authorized by law. Consequently, some 
Federal agencies may request 
reinitiation of consultation with us on 
actions for which formal consultation 
has been completed, if those actions 
may affect subsequently listed species 
or designated critical habitat or 

adversely modify or destroy proposed 
critical habitat. 

Federal activities that may affect 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii or its designated critical habitat 
will require section 7 consultation 
under the Act. Activities on State, 
Tribal, local or private lands requiring a 
Federal permit (such as a permit from 
the Corps under section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act or a permit under section 
10(a)(1)(B) of the Act from the Service) 
or involving some other Federal action 
(such as funding from the Federal 
Highway Administration, Federal 
Aviation Administration, or the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency) will 
also be subject to the section 7 
consultation process. Federal actions 
not affecting listed species or critical 
habitat, and actions on State, tribal, 
local or private lands that are not 
federally-funded, authorized, or 
permitted, do not require section 7 
consultations. 

Application of the Jeopardy and 
Adverse Modification Standards for 
Actions involving Effects to Astragalus 
brauntonii and Pentachaeta lyonii and 
Their Critical Habitat 

Jeopardy Standard 

Prior to and following designation of 
critical habitat, the Service has applied 
an analytical framework for Astragalus 
brauntonii and Pentachaeta lyonii 
jeopardy analyses that relies heavily on 
the importance of core area populations 
to the survival and recovery of A. 
brauntonii and P. lyonii. The section 
7(a)(2) analysis is focused not only on 
these populations but also on the habitat 
conditions necessary to support them. 

The jeopardy analysis usually 
expresses the survival and recovery 
needs of the Astragalus brauntonii and 
Pentachaeta lyonii in a qualitative 
fashion without making distinctions 
between what is necessary for survival 
and what is necessary for recovery. 
Generally, if a proposed Federal action 
is incompatible with the viability of the 
affected core area population(s), 
inclusive of associated habitat 
conditions, a jeopardy finding is 
warranted because of the relationship of 
each core area population to the 
survival and recovery of the species as 
a whole. 

Adverse Modification Standard 

For the reasons described in the 
Director’s December 9, 2004 
memorandum the key factor related to 
the adverse modification determination 
is whether, with implementation of the 
proposed Federal action, the affected 
critical habitat would remain functional 

VerDate Aug<31>2005 20:04 Nov 13, 2006 Jkt 211001 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4700 E:\FR\FM\14NOR2.SGM 14NOR2rw
ilk

in
s 

on
 P

R
O

D
1P

C
63

 w
ith

 R
U

LE
S

_2



66395 Federal Register / Vol. 71, No. 219 / Tuesday, November 14, 2006 / Rules and Regulations 

(or retain the current ability for the 
primary constituent elements to be 
functionally established) to serve the 
intended conservation role for the 
species. Generally, the conservation role 
of A. brauntonii and P. lyonii critical 
habitat units are to support viable core 
area populations. 

Section 4(b)(8) of the Act requires us 
to briefly evaluate and describe in any 
proposed or final regulation that 
designates critical habitat those 
activities involving a Federal action that 
may destroy or adversely modify such 
habitat, or that may be affected by such 
designation. Activities that may destroy 
or adversely modify critical habitat may 
also jeopardize the continued existence 
of the species. 

Activities that may destroy or 
adversely modify critical habitat are 
those that alter the PCEs to an extent 
that the conservation value of critical 
habitat for Astragalus brauntonii or 
Pentachaeta lyonii is appreciably 
reduced. However, as discussed in the 
PCE section for A. brauntonii, periodic 
disturbances that stimulate seed 
germination (e.g., fire, flooding, erosion) 
and reduce vegetative cover are 
characteristic of the species’ habitat. 
Activities that, when carried out, 
funded, or authorized by a Federal 
agency, may affect critical habitat and 
therefore result in consultation for A. 
brauntonii and P. lyonii include, but are 
not limited to: 

(1) Removing, thinning, or destroying 
A. brauntonii and P. lyonii plants. This 
may occur through burning, mechanical, 
chemical, or other means, including 
plowing, grading, livestock grazing, 
construction, road building, mechanical 
weed control, herbicide application, and 
firefighting activities; 

(2) Activities that appreciably degrade 
or destroy A. brauntonii or P. lyonii 
habitat (and its PCEs). Such activities 
include, but are not limited to: livestock 
grazing, clearing, discing, farming, 
residential or commercial development, 
introducing or encouraging the spread 
of nonnative species, off-road vehicle 
use; 

(3) Activities that appreciably 
diminish habitat value or quality 
through indirect effects (e.g., edge 
effects, invasion of exotic plants or 
animals, or fragmentation) due to 
construction of buildings or roads; 

(4) Any activity, including the 
regulation of activities by the Corps of 
Engineers under section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act or activities carried out 
by or licensed by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), that could 
alter watershed or soil characteristics in 
ways that would appreciably alter or 
reduce the quality or quantity of surface 

and subsurface flow of water needed to 
maintain A. brauntonii or P. lyonii. 
These activities include, but are not 
limited to: Altering the natural fire 
regime by using prescribed fires that are 
too frequent or poorly-timed; 
development, including road building 
and other direct or indirect activities; 
agricultural activities; livestock grazing; 
and vegetation manipulation such as 
clearing or grubbing in the watershed 
upslope from A. brauntonii or P. lyonii. 

(5) Road construction and 
maintenance, right-of-way designation, 
and regulation of agricultural activities, 
or any activity funded or carried out by 
the Department of Transportation or 
Department of Agriculture that could 
result in excavation, or mechanized 
land clearing of A. brauntonii or P. 
lyonii habitat; and 

(6) Licensing of construction of 
communication sites by the Federal 
Communications Commission or 
funding of construction or development 
activities by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development that 
could result in excavation, or 
mechanized land clearing, of A. 
brauntonii or P. lyonii habitat. 

We consider all of the units 
designated as critical habitat, as well as 
those that have been excluded or not 
included, to contain features essential to 
the conservation of the species. All 
units are within the geographical area of 
the species and are currently occupied. 
Four of the six units for Astragalus 
brauntonii were occupied at the time of 
listing, although three subunits within 
Unit 2 contain additional populations 
not known at the time of listing but are 
currently occupied. Units 1 and 4 were 
not known to be occupied at the time of 
listing but are currently occupied. All 
seven units for Pentachaeta lyonii were 
occupied at the time of listing, although 
four subunits within these units contain 
additional populations not known at the 
time of listing but are currently 
occupied. Federal agencies already 
consult with us on activities in areas 
currently occupied by A. brauntonii and 
P. lyonii, or if the species may be 
affected by the action, to ensure that 
their actions do not jeopardize the 
continued existence of A. brauntonii or 
P. lyonii. 

Exclusions Under Section 4(b)(2) of the 
Act 

Section 4(b)(2) of the Act states that 
critical habitat shall be designated, and 
revised, on the basis of the best 
available scientific data after taking into 
consideration the economic impact, 
national security impact, and any other 
relevant impact, of specifying any 
particular area as critical habitat. The 

Secretary may exclude an area from 
critical habitat if he determines that the 
benefits of such exclusion outweigh the 
benefits of specifying such area as part 
of the critical habitat, unless [s]he 
determines, based on the best scientific 
data available, that the failure to 
designate such area as critical habitat 
will result in the extinction of the 
species. In making that determination, 
the Secretary is afforded broad 
discretion and the Congressional record 
is clear that in making a determination 
under the section the Secretary has 
discretion as to which factors and how 
much weight will be given to any factor. 

Under section 4(b)(2), in considering 
whether to exclude a particular area 
from the designation, we must identify 
the benefits of including the area in the 
designation, identify the benefits of 
excluding the area from the designation, 
determine whether the benefits of 
exclusion outweigh the benefits of 
inclusion. If an exclusion is 
contemplated, then we must determine 
whether excluding the area would result 
in the extinction of the species. In the 
following sections, we address a number 
of general issues that are relevant to the 
exclusions we considered. 

Application of Section 4(b)(2) of the Act 
for Astragalus brauntonii 

Pursuant to section 4(b)(2) of the Act, 
we must consider relevant impacts in 
addition to economic ones. We 
determined that the lands within the 
designation of critical habitat for 
Astragalus brauntonii are not owned or 
managed by the Department of Defense, 
there are currently no habitat 
conservation plans for A. brauntonii, 
and the designation does not include 
any Tribal lands or trust resources. We 
anticipate no impact to national 
security, Tribal lands, partnerships, or 
habitat conservation plans from this 
critical habitat designation. Based on 
the best available information including 
the prepared economic analysis, we 
believe that all of these units contain the 
features that are essential for the 
conservation of this species. Our 
economic analysis indicates an overall 
low cost resulting from the designation. 
Therefore, we have found no areas for 
which the benefits of exclusion 
outweigh the benefits of inclusion, and 
so have not excluded any areas from 
this designation of critical habitat for A. 
brauntonii based on economic impacts. 
As such, we have considered but not 
excluded any lands from this 
designation for A. brauntonii based on 
the potential impacts to these factors. 

VerDate Aug<31>2005 20:04 Nov 13, 2006 Jkt 211001 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4700 E:\FR\FM\14NOR2.SGM 14NOR2rw
ilk

in
s 

on
 P

R
O

D
1P

C
63

 w
ith

 R
U

LE
S

_2



66396 Federal Register / Vol. 71, No. 219 / Tuesday, November 14, 2006 / Rules and Regulations 

Application of Section 4(b)(2) of the Act 
for Pentachaeta lyonii 

Conservation Partnerships on Non- 
Federal Lands 

Most federally listed species in the 
United States will not recover without 
the cooperation of non-federal 
landowners. More than 60% of the 
United States is privately owned 
(National Wilderness Institute 1995) and 
at least 80% of endangered or 
threatened occur either partially or 
solely on private lands (Crouse et al. 
2002). Stein et al. (1995) found that only 
about 12% of listed species were found 
almost exclusively on Federal lands (90 
to 100% of their known occurrences 
restricted to Federal lands) and that 
50% of federally listed species are not 
known to occur on Federal lands at all. 

Given the distribution of listed 
species with respect to land ownership, 
conservation of listed species in many 
parts of the United States is dependent 
upon working partnerships with a wide 
variety of entities and the voluntary 
cooperation of many non-federal 
landowners (Wilcove and Chen 1998, 
Crouse et al. 2002, James 2002). 
Building partnerships and promoting 
voluntary cooperation of landowners is 
essential to understanding the status of 
species on non-federal lands and is 
necessary to implement recovery actions 
such as reintroducing listed species, 
habitat restoration, and habitat 
protection. 

Many non-Federal landowners derive 
satisfaction in contributing to 
endangered species recovery. The 
Service promotes these private-sector 
efforts through the Four Cs 
philosophy—conservation through 
communication, consultation, and 
cooperation. This philosophy is evident 
in Service programs such as HCPs, Safe 
Harbor Agreements, Candidate 
Conservation Agreements, Candidate 
Conservation Agreements with 
Assurances, and conservation challenge 
cost-share. Many private landowners, 
however, are wary of the possible 
consequences of encouraging 
endangered species to their property, 
and there is mounting evidence that 
some regulatory actions by the Federal 
government, while well-intentioned and 
required by law, can under certain 
circumstances have unintended 
negative consequences for the 
conservation of species on private lands 
(Wilcove et al. 1996, Bean 2002, Conner 
and Mathews 2002, James 2002, Koch 
2002, Brook et al. 2003). Many 
landowners fear a decline in their 
property value due to real or perceived 
restrictions on land-use options where 
threatened or endangered species are 

found. Consequently, harboring 
endangered species is viewed by many 
landowners as a liability, resulting in 
anti-conservation incentives because 
maintaining habitats that harbor 
endangered species represents a risk to 
future economic opportunities (Main et 
al. 1999, Brook et al. 2003). 

The purpose of designating critical 
habitat is to contribute to the 
conservation of threatened and 
endangered species and the ecosystems 
upon which they depend. The outcome 
of the designation, triggering regulatory 
requirements for actions funded, 
authorized, or carried out by Federal 
agencies under section 7 of the Act, can 
sometimes be counterproductive to its 
intended purpose on non-Federal lands. 
According to some researchers, the 
designation of critical habitat on private 
lands significantly reduces the 
likelihood that landowners will support 
and carry out conservation actions 
(Main et al. 1999, Bean 2002, Brook et 
al. 2003). The magnitude of this 
negative outcome is greatly amplified in 
situations where active management 
measures (e.g., reintroduction, fire 
management, control of invasive 
species) are necessary for species 
conservation (Bean 2002). 

The Service believes that the 
judicious use of excluding specific areas 
of non-federally owned lands from 
critical habitat designations can 
contribute to species recovery and 
provide a superior level of conservation 
than critical habitat alone. The 
Department of Interior Four C’s 
philosophy—conservation through 
communication, consultation, and 
cooperation—is the foundation for 
developing the tools of conservation. 
These tools include conservation grants, 
funding for Partners for Fish and 
Wildlife Program, the Coastal Program, 
and cooperative-conservation challenge 
cost-share grants. Our Private 
Stewardship Grant program and 
Landowner Incentive Program provide 
assistance to private landowners in their 
voluntary efforts to protect threatened, 
imperiled, and endangered species, 
including the development and 
implementation of HCPs. 

Conservation agreements with non- 
Federal landowners (e.g., Habitat 
Conservation Plans (HCPs), contractual 
conservation agreements, easements, 
and stakeholder-negotiated State 
regulations) enhance species 
conservation by extending species 
protections beyond those available 
through section 7 consultations. In the 
past decade we have encouraged non- 
Federal landowners to enter into 
conservation agreements, based on a 
view that we can achieve greater species 

conservation on non-Federal land 
through such partnerships than we can 
through coercive methods (61 FR 63854; 
December 2, 1996). 

General Principles of Section 7 
Consultations Used in the 4(b)(2) 
Balancing Process 

The most direct, and potentially 
largest, regulatory benefit of critical 
habitat is that federally authorized, 
funded, or carried out activities require 
consultation pursuant to section 7 of the 
Act to ensure that they are not likely to 
destroy or adversely modify critical 
habitat. There are two limitations to this 
regulatory effect. First, it only applies 
where there is a Federal nexus—if there 
is no Federal nexus, designation itself 
does not restrict actions that destroy or 
adversely modify critical habitat. 
Second, it only limits destruction or 
adverse modification. By its nature, the 
prohibition on adverse modification is 
designed to ensure those areas that 
contain the physical and biological 
features essential to the conservation of 
the species or unoccupied areas that are 
essential to the conservation of the 
species are not eroded. Critical habitat 
designation alone, however, does not 
require specific steps toward recovery. 

Once consultation under section 7 of 
the Act is triggered, the process may 
conclude informally when the Service 
concurs in writing that the proposed 
Federal action is not likely to adversely 
affect the listed species or its critical 
habitat. However, if the Service 
determines through informal 
consultation that adverse impacts are 
likely to occur, then formal consultation 
would be initiated. Formal consultation 
concludes with a biological opinion 
issued by the Service on whether the 
proposed Federal action is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of a 
listed species or result in destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat, 
with separate analyses being made 
under both the jeopardy and the adverse 
modification standards. For critical 
habitat, a biological opinion that 
concludes in a determination of no 
destruction or adverse modification may 
contain discretionary conservation 
recommendations to minimize adverse 
effects to primary constituent elements, 
but it would not contain any mandatory 
reasonable and prudent measures or 
terms and conditions. Mandatory 
reasonable and prudent alternatives to 
the proposed Federal action would only 
be issued when the biological opinion 
results in a jeopardy or adverse 
modification conclusion. 

We also note that for 30 years prior to 
the Ninth Circuit Court’s decision in 
Gifford Pinchot, the Service equated the 
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jeopardy standard with the standard for 
destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat. The Court ruled that the 
Service could no longer equate the two 
standards and that adverse modification 
evaluations require consideration of 
impacts on the recovery of species. 
Thus, under the Gifford Pinchot 
decision, critical habitat designations 
may provide greater benefits to the 
recovery of a species. However, we 
believe the conservation achieved 
through implementing habitat 
conservation plans (HCPs) or other 
habitat management plans is typically 
greater than would be achieved through 
multiple site-by-site, project-by-project, 
section 7 consultations involving 
consideration of critical habitat. 
Management plans commit resources to 
implement long-term management and 
protection to particular habitat for at 
least one and possibly other listed or 
sensitive species. Section 7 
consultations only commit Federal 
agencies to prevent adverse 
modification to critical habitat caused 
by the particular project, and they are 
not committed to provide conservation 
or long-term benefits to areas not 
affected by the proposed project. Thus, 
any HCP or management plan which 
considers enhancement or recovery as 
the management standard will always 
provide as much or more benefit than a 
consultation for critical habitat 
designation conducted under the 
standards required by the Ninth Circuit 
in the Gifford Pinchot decision. 

Educational Benefits of Critical Habitat 
A benefit of including lands in critical 

habitat is that the designation of critical 
habitat serves to educate landowners, 
State and local governments, and the 
public regarding the potential 
conservation value of an area. This 
helps focus and promote conservation 
efforts by other parties by clearly 
delineating areas of high conservation 
value for Pentachaeta lyonii. In general 
the educational benefit of a critical 
habitat designation always exists, 
although in some cases it may be 
redundant with other educational 
effects. For example, HCPs have 
significant public input and may largely 
duplicate the educational benefit of a 
critical habitat designation. This benefit 
is closely related to a second, more 
indirect benefit: That designation of 
critical habitat would inform State 
agencies and local governments about 
areas that could be conserved under 
State laws or local ordinances. 

However, we believe that there would 
be little additional informational benefit 
gained from the designation of critical 
habitat for the exclusion we are making 

in this rule because the area being 
excluded was included in the proposed 
rule as having habitat containing the 
features essential to the conservation of 
the species. Consequently, we believe 
that the informational benefits are 
already provided even though this area 
is not designated as critical habitat. 
Additionally, the purpose normally 
served by the designation, that of 
informing State agencies and local 
governments about areas that would 
benefit from protection and 
enhancement of habitat for Astragalus 
brauntonii and Pentachaeta lyonii is 
already well established among State 
and local governments and Federal 
agencies in those areas that we are 
excluding from critical habitat in this 
rule on the basis of other existing 
habitat management protections. 

Section 4(b)(2) of the Act allows the 
Secretary to take into consideration 
potential economic impacts of a critical 
habitat designation and to exclude areas 
from critical habitat for economic 
reasons if he determines that the 
benefits of such exclusion exceed the 
benefits of designating the area as 
critical habitat, unless the exclusion 
will result in the extinction of the 
species concerned. This is a 
discretionary authority Congress has 
provided to the Secretary with respect 
to critical habitat. Although economics 
may not be considered when listing a 
species, Congress has expressly required 
this consideration when designating 
critical habitat. 

In conducting economic analyses, we 
are guided by the Tenth Circuit Court of 
Appeal’s ruling in the New Mexico 
Cattle Growers Association case (248 
F.3d at 1285), which directed us to 
consider all impacts, ‘‘regardless of 
whether those impacts are attributable 
co-extensively to other causes.’’ The 
Ninth Circuit has recently ruled (Gifford 
Pinchot, 378 F.3d at 1071) that the 
Service’s regulations defining ‘‘adverse 
modification’’ of critical habitat are 
invalid because they define adverse 
modification as affecting both survival 
and recovery of a species. The Court 
directed us to consider that 
determinations of adverse modification 
should be focused on impacts to 
recovery. While we have not yet 
proposed a new definition for public 
review and comment, compliance with 
the Court’s direction may result in 
additional costs associated with the 
designation of critical habitat 
(depending upon the outcome of the 
rulemaking). In light of the uncertainty 
concerning the regulatory definition of 
adverse modification, our current 
methodological approach to conducting 
economic analyses of our critical habitat 

designations is to consider all 
conservation-related costs. This 
approach would include costs related to 
sections 4 and 7 of the Act, as well as 
other protections under State and local 
laws and regulations, and should 
encompass costs that would be 
considered and evaluated in light of the 
Gifford Pinchot ruling. 

Unit 6, the Cornell Road Unit, 
includes approximately 233 ac (94 ha) 
in an unincorporated area of Los 
Angeles County, California. The land 
within this unit is owned and managed 
by Sage Community Group (‘‘Sage’’), a 
private landowner. Sage has proposed to 
build 81 homes on approximately 40 ac 
(16 ha) of their 320-acre (129.5 ha) 
property, and all of these homes would 
occur within the proposed critical 
habitat unit. Since July 5, 2005, the 
Service has been in formal consultation 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
to address impacts to Pentachaeta lyonii 
that may occur on the property as a 
result of this proposed development. 
Sage has proposed to preserve 
approximately 280 ac (113 ha) of the 
property in open space, and the majority 
of the existing P. lyonii on the property 
will be protected in perpetuity and 
managed within this open space area. 
The management plan for the property 
will address management of the open 
space areas, fuel modification zones 
around the proposed homes, and 
landscaping activities on the private 
lots. In addition, a memorandum to CRA 
International, the economic contractor 
for the Service, dated March 3, 2006, 
Sage stated the potential cost to them of 
designating their lands in Unit 6 as 
critical habitat for Pentachaeta lyonii 
could be as high as $78 million. 
Therefore, we are excluding the Cornell 
Road Unit (Unit 6) under section 4(b)(2). 

Benefits of Inclusion of Lands Within 
Unit 6: Cornell Road 

The area excluded in Unit 6 is 
currently occupied by Pentachaeta 
lyonii. The potential benefits of 
inclusion of lands within Unit 6 in the 
critical habitat designation are 
discussed above in the ‘‘General 
Principles of Section 7 Consultations 
Used in the 4(b)(2) Balancing Process’’ 
and ‘‘Educational Benefits of Critical 
Habitat’’ sections. 

The designation of Unit 6 as critical 
habitat could result in approximately 
$78 million in costs, the majority of 
which are directly related to residential 
development impacts. Any decrease in 
residential housing development that 
might occur as a result of the 
designation of critical habitat for 
Pentachaeta lyonii in Unit 6 could 
minimize impacts to and potentially 
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provide incrementally greater protection 
to the species and to the physical and 
biological features essential to the 
species’ conservation (i.e., the primary 
constituent elements). A decrease in 
residential housing development would 
directly translate into a potential benefit 
to the species that would result from 
this designation. 

In summary, we believe that inclusion 
of Unit 6 as critical habitat could 
provide some additional Federal 
regulatory benefits for the species. 
However, that benefit is limited to some 
degree by the fact that the areas within 
Unit 6 are occupied by the species and, 
therefore, consultation with the Service 
for any Federal action that may affect 
the species in Unit 6 is already now 
required. The additional educational 
benefits that might arise from critical 
habitat designation are largely 
accomplished through the multiple 
opportunities for public notice-and- 
comment, which accompanied the 
development of this regulation; 
publicity associated with prior 
litigation; and public outreach 
associated with the development and 
the implementation of the Recovery 
Plan for Pentachaeta lyonii. 

Benefits of Exclusion of lands Within 
Unit 6: Cornell Road 

The development of a conservation 
strategy for the lands within Unit 6 has 
been a collaborative effort that has 
promoted the development of a positive 
relationship between the Service and 
Sage Community Group. The Service 
believes that exclusion of Unit 6 will 
allow us to continue working with Sage 
in a spirit of cooperation and 
partnership. In addition the designation 
of Unit 6 as critical habitat could result 
in approximately $78 million in costs to 
the landowner. By excluding Unit 6, 
some of these costs may be avoided. 

The development of a conservation 
strategy through the section 7 
consultation that is already in process 
will create a tangible and quantifiable 
benefit within the 233 ac (94 ha) unit. 
The unit will be placed in a 
conservation easement with funding for 
managing the easement in perpetuity. 
The management of this easement will 
include control of non-native plants and 
restricted access to human activities 
(i.e., no ORVs or horses). The 
conservation strategy will also provide a 
commitment by Sage and Service to 
review the management periodically to 
determine if the strategy is successful 
and determine if there are additional 
protective measures that need to be 
added. 

We also believe that the benefits of 
excluding these lands from the 

designation of critical habitat and 
thereby avoiding the potential economic 
costs of designation, exceed the 
educational and regulatory benefits that 
could result from including those lands 
in this designation of critical habitat. 

We also believe that excluding these 
lands, and thus helping the landowner 
to avoid the additional costs that would 
result from the designation, will 
contribute to a more positive climate for 
HCPs and other active conservation 
measures that provide greater 
conservation benefits than would result 
from designation of critical habitat— 
even in the post-Gifford Pinchot 
environment—which requires only that 
there be no destruction or adverse 
modification resulting from actions with 
a Federal nexus. We, therefore, find that 
the benefits of excluding Unit 6 from 
this designation of critical habitat 
outweigh the benefits of including it in 
the designation. 

Benefits of Exclusion Outweigh the 
Benefits of Inclusion of Unit 6: Cornell 
Road 

We believe that the recovery planning 
process has already provided 
information about habitat that contains 
those features considered essential to 
the conservation of Pentachaeta lyonii 
and has facilitated conservation efforts 
through heightened public awareness of 
the plight of the listed species to the 
public, State and local governments, 
scientific organizations, and Federal 
agencies. The Recovery Plan contains 
explicit objectives for ongoing public 
education, outreach, and collaboration 
at local, State, and Federal levels, and 
between the private and public sectors, 
in recovering P. lyonii. 

In conclusion, we have evaluated the 
potential benefits that will result from 
the section 7 process and conservation 
strategy for the lands within Unit 6 and 
determined that the benefit of exclusion 
outweighs the benefit of inclusion. We 
also evaluated and considered the 
potential economic costs relative to the 
potential benefit for Pentachaeta lyonii 
and its primary constituent elements 
derived from the designation of critical 
habitat. We believe that the potential 
economic cost of approximately $78 
million significantly outweighs the 
potential conservation and protective 
benefits for the species and its primary 
constituent elements derived from 
avoiding residential development as a 
result of this designation. Therefore, for 
these reasons we have excluded Unit 6 
from critical habitat for P. lyonii. 

Exclusion Will Not Result in Extinction 
of the Species 

Because lands excluded from within 
this unit are considered occupied 
habitat, actions that might adversely 
affect Pentachaeta lyonii are expected to 
have a Federal nexus, and thus would 
trigger a section 7 consultation with the 
Service. The jeopardy standard of 
section 7 of the Act, and routine 
implementation of habitat preservation 
through the section 7 process, as 
discussed in the economic analysis, 
would be applied. The section 7 
consultation with the Service that is 
already in process regarding potential 
impacts of the proposed development 
project on P. lyonii will ensure the 
continued persistence of the species 
within Unit 6. As part of this 
consultation, the landowner has 
proposed to preserve the majority of the 
P. lyonii that occurs on the property in 
open space, in perpetuity, and 
implement a management plan to 
ensure the continued persistence of the 
species. 

The total 233 acres (94 ha) of critical 
habitat excluded from within Unit 6 is 
small relative to the 3,396 ac (1,372 ha) 
which would remain designated as 
critical habitat. This unit also represents 
a small proportion of the species’ range. 
This small proportion, together with the 
protections afforded to Pentachaeta 
lyonii due to designation of critical 
habitat on other lands, and protections 
afforded to P. lyonii through the draft 
management plan and through the 
section 7 process already initiated in 
Unit 6, leads us to conclude that 
exclusion of this unit will not result in 
extinction of the species. 

Economic Analysis 

Section 4(b)(2) of the Act requires us 
to designate critical habitat on the basis 
of the best scientific information 
available and to consider the economic 
and other relevant impacts of 
designating a particular area as critical 
habitat. We may exclude areas from 
critical habitat upon a determination 
that the benefits of such exclusions 
outweigh the benefits of specifying such 
areas as critical habitat. We cannot 
exclude such areas from critical habitat 
when such exclusion will result in the 
extinction of the species concerned. 

Following the publication of the 
proposed critical habitat designation, 
we conducted economic analyses to 
estimate the potential economic effects 
of the designation. The draft analyses 
were made available for public review 
on July 21, 2006 (71 FR 41410). We 
accepted comments on the draft analysis 
until August 21, 2006. 
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The primary purpose of the economic 
analyses is to estimate the potential 
economic impacts associated with the 
designation of critical habitat for 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii. This information is intended to 
assist the Secretary in making decisions 
about whether the benefits of excluding 
particular areas from the designation 
outweigh the benefits of including those 
areas in the designation. This economic 
analysis considers the economic 
efficiency effects that may result from 
the designation, including habitat 
protections that may be co-extensive 
with the listing of the species. It also 
addresses distribution of impacts, 
including an assessment of the potential 
effects on small entities and the energy 
industry. This information can be used 
by the Secretary to assess whether the 
effects of the designation might unduly 
burden a particular group or economic 
sector. 

This analysis focuses on the direct 
and indirect costs of the rule. However, 
economic impacts to land use activities 
can exist in the absence of critical 
habitat. These impacts may result from, 
for example, local zoning laws, State 
and natural resource laws, and 
enforceable management plans and best 
management practices applied by other 
State and Federal agencies. Economic 
impacts that result from these types of 
protections are not included in the 
analysis as they are considered to be 
part of the regulatory and policy 
baseline. 

We received comments on the draft 
economic analysis of the proposed 
designation. Following the close of the 
comment period, we reviewed and 
considered the public comments and 
information we received and prepared 
responses to those comments (see 
Responses to Comments section above) 
or incorporated the information or 
changes directly into this final rule or 
our final economic analysis. 

The July 21, 2006, notice (71 FR 
41410) provides a detailed economics 
section that identifies a total surplus 
(sum of producer and consumer 
surplus), from housing development 
forecasted to be built within the area of 
Astragalus brauntonii proposed critical 
habitat, of approximately $91.87 million 
over a 20-year period (approximately 
$8.11 million annually at a 7 percent 
discount rate, or approximately $5.99 
million annually at a 3 percent discount 
rate). A total surplus (sum of producer 
and consumer surplus), from housing 
development forecasted to be built 
within the area of Pentachaeta lyonii 
proposed critical habitat of 
approximately $121.21 million over a 
20-year period, (approximately $10.69 

million annually at a 7 percent discount 
rate, or $7.91 million annually at a 3 
percent discount rate) was also 
identified. We evaluated the potential 
economic impact of this designation as 
identified in the draft analysis. Based on 
this evaluation, we believe that there are 
no disproportionate economic impacts 
that warrant exclusion pursuant to 
section 4(b)(2) of the Act at this time. 

A copy of the final economic analyses 
with supporting documents are 
included in our administrative record 
and may be obtained by contacting U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Branch of 
Endangered Species (see ADDRESSES 
section) or for downloading from the 
Internet at http://www.fws.gov/ventura. 

Required Determinations 

Regulatory Planning and Review 

In accordance with Executive Order 
12866, this document is a significant 
rule in that it may raise novel legal and 
policy issues. However, because the 
final economic analysis indicates the 
potential economic surplus from lands 
contained within these units is $92 
million over a 20-year period for 
Astragalus brauntonii and $121 million 
over a 20-year period for Pentachaeta 
lyonii, and the economic impact of 
designating critical habitat would be 
only a fraction of this amount, we do 
not anticipate that this final rule will 
have an annual effect on the economy 
of $100 million or more or affect the 
economy in a material way. Due to the 
tight timeline for publication in the 
Federal Register, the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) did not 
formally review this rule. The 
availability of the draft economic 
analysis was announced in the Federal 
Register on July 21, 2006 (71 FR 41410), 
and was made available for public 
review and comment. 

Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 
et seq.) 

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(RFA) (as amended by the Small 
Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act (SBREFA) of 1996), 
whenever an agency is required to 
publish a notice of rulemaking for any 
proposed or final rule, it must prepare 
and make available for public comment 
a regulatory flexibility analysis that 
describes the effect of the rule on small 
entities (small businesses, small 
organizations, and small government 
jurisdictions). However, no regulatory 
flexibility analysis is required if the 
head of an agency certifies the rule will 
not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities. The SBREFA amended the RFA 

to require Federal agencies to provide a 
statement of factual basis for certifying 
that the rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. The SBREFA 
also amended the RFA to require a 
certification statement. 

Small entities include small 
organizations, such as independent 
nonprofit organizations; small 
governmental jurisdictions, including 
school boards and city and town 
governments that serve fewer than 
50,000 residents; as well as small 
businesses. Small businesses include 
manufacturing and mining concerns 
with fewer than 500 employees, 
wholesale trade entities with fewer than 
100 employees, retail and service 
businesses with less than $5 million in 
annual sales, general and heavy 
construction businesses with less than 
$27.5 million in annual business, 
special trade contractors doing less than 
$11.5 million in annual business, and 
agricultural businesses with annual 
sales less than $750,000. To determine 
if potential economic impacts to these 
small entities are significant, we 
consider the types of activities that 
might trigger regulatory impacts under 
this rule, as well as the types of project 
modifications that may result. In 
general, the term ‘‘significant economic 
impact’’ is meant to apply to a typical 
small business firm’s business 
operations. 

To determine if the rule could 
significantly affect a substantial number 
of small entities, we consider the 
number of small entities affected within 
particular types of economic activities 
(e.g., housing development, grazing, oil 
and gas production, timber harvesting). 
We apply the ‘‘substantial number’’ test 
individually to each industry to 
determine if certification is appropriate. 
However, the SBREFA does not 
explicitly define ‘‘substantial number’’ 
or ‘‘significant economic impact.’’ 
Consequently, to assess whether a 
‘‘substantial number’’ of small entities is 
affected by this designation, this 
analysis considers the relative number 
of small entities likely to be impacted in 
an area. In some circumstances, 
especially with critical habitat 
designations of limited extent, we may 
aggregate across all industries and 
consider whether the total number of 
small entities affected is substantial. In 
estimating the number of small entities 
potentially affected, we also consider 
whether their activities have any 
Federal involvement. 

Designation of critical habitat only 
affects activities conducted, funded, or 
permitted by Federal agencies. Some 
kinds of activities are unlikely to have 
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any Federal involvement and so will not 
be affected by critical habitat 
designation. In areas where the species 
is present, Federal agencies already are 
required to consult with us under 
section 7 of the Act on activities they 
fund, permit, or implement that may 
affect Astragalus brauntonii and 
Pentachaeta lyonii. Federal agencies 
also must consult with us if their 
activities may affect critical habitat. 
Designation of critical habitat, therefore, 
could result in an additional economic 
impact on small entities due to the 
requirement to reinitiate consultation 
for ongoing Federal activities. 

To determine if the proposed 
designation of critical habitat for 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii would affect a substantial number 
of small entities, we considered the 
number of small entities affected within 
particular types of economic activities 
(e.g., residential and commercial 
development). We considered each 
industry or category individually to 
determine if certification is appropriate. 
In estimating the numbers of small 
entities potentially affected, we also 
considered whether their activities have 
any Federal involvement; some kinds of 
activities are unlikely to have any 
Federal involvement and so will not be 
affected by the designation of critical 
habitat. Designation of critical habitat 
only affects activities conducted, 
funded, permitted, or authorized by 
Federal agencies; non-Federal activities 
are not affected by the designation. 

In our economic analyses of the final 
critical habitat designation, we evaluate 
the potential economic effects on small 
business entities resulting from 
conservation actions related to the 
listing of Astragalus brauntonii and 
Pentachaeta lyonii and proposed 
designation of critical habitat. We 
determined from our analyses that the 
small business entities that may be 
affected are firms in the new home 
construction sector. Small business 
effects have been calculated on the total 
surplus generated from new housing 
construction within critical habitat. This 
assumption is conservative because it is 
the worst-case scenario of how critical 
habitat will affect small businesses. In 
the event that conservation is achieved 
without requiring developers to 
completely avoid critical habitat, 
impacts on small businesses will be 
lower. 

To estimate the number of firms 
potentially affected, these analyses use 
the following steps. First, they calculate 
the number of homes built by small 
businesses annually. Average revenues 
for a small construction firm are 
$694,000 annually. The mean new home 

price for the study area of these analyses 
is approximately $970,000 for 
Astragalus brauntonii and $920,000 for 
Pentachaeta lyonii. Small construction 
firms are assumed to build one new 
home per year. Second, they calculate 
the proportion of new home 
construction that would be undertaken 
by small businesses. Prior analyses of 
permitting data in Sacramento County 
found that 22 percent of building 
permits for single family dwellings were 
issued to builders classified as small 
businesses. A total of 156 new homes 
are projected to be built within 
Astragalus brauntonii proposed critical 
habitat over the next 20 years. 
Accordingly, 34 are projected to be built 
by small businesses. Since each firm 
builds one home per year, 34 small 
firms are potentially affected within 
Astragalus brauntonii proposed critical 
habitat over the 20-year time frame of 
this analysis. A total of 222 new homes 
are projected to be built within 
Pentachaeta lyonii proposed critical 
habitat over the next 20 years. 
Accordingly, 49 are projected to be built 
by small businesses. Since each firm 
builds one home per year, 49 small 
firms are potentially affected within 
Pentachaeta lyonii proposed critical 
habitat over the 20-year time frame of 
this analysis. These firms may be 
affected by activities associated with the 
conservation of Astragalus brauntonii 
and Pentachaeta lyonii, inclusive of 
activities associated with listing, 
recovery, and critical habitat. Critical 
habitat is not expected to result in 
significant small business impacts. 

In general, two different mechanisms 
in section 7 consultations could lead to 
additional regulatory requirements for 
the approximately four small 
businesses, on average, that may be 
required to consult with us each year 
regarding their projects impacts on 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii and its habitat. First, if we 
conclude, in a biological opinion, that a 
proposed action is likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of a species or 
adversely modify its critical habitat, we 
can offer ‘‘reasonable and prudent 
alternatives.’’ Reasonable and prudent 
alternatives are alternative actions that 
can be implemented in a manner 
consistent with the scope of the Federal 
agency’s legal authority and 
jurisdiction, that are economically and 
technologically feasible, and that would 
avoid jeopardizing the continued 
existence of listed species or result in 
adverse modification of critical habitat. 
A Federal agency and an applicant may 
elect to implement a reasonable and 
prudent alternative associated with a 

biological opinion that has found 
jeopardy or adverse modification of 
critical habitat. An agency or applicant 
could alternatively choose to seek an 
exemption from the requirements of the 
Act or proceed without implementing 
the reasonable and prudent alternative. 
However, unless it obtains an 
exemption the Federal agency or 
applicant would be at risk of violating 
section 7(a)(2) of the Act if it chose to 
proceed without implementing the 
reasonable and prudent alternatives. 

Second, if we find that a proposed 
action is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of a listed animal or 
plant species, we may identify 
reasonable and prudent measures 
designed to minimize the amount or 
extent of take and require the Federal 
agency or applicant to implement such 
measures through nondiscretionary 
terms and conditions. We may also 
identify discretionary conservation 
recommendations designed to minimize 
or avoid the adverse effects of a 
proposed action on listed species or 
critical habitat, help implement 
recovery plans, or to develop 
information that could contribute to the 
recovery of the species. 

Based on our experience with 
consultations under section 7 of the Act 
for all listed species, virtually all 
projects—including those that, in their 
initial proposed form, would result in 
jeopardy or adverse modification 
determinations in section 7 
consultations—can be implemented 
successfully with, at most, the adoption 
of reasonable and prudent alternatives. 
These measures, by definition, must be 
economically feasible and within the 
scope of authority of the Federal agency 
involved in the consultation. We can 
only describe the general kinds of 
actions that may be identified in future 
reasonable and prudent alternatives. 
These are based on our understanding of 
the needs of the species and the threats 
it faces, as described in the final listing 
rule and this critical habitat designation. 
Within the final critical habitat units, 
the types of Federal actions or 
authorized activities that we have 
identified as potential concerns are: 

(1) Regulation of activities affecting 
waters of the United States by the U.S. 
Army Corps Engineers under section 
404 of the Clean Water Act; 

(2) Regulation of water flows, 
damming, diversion, and channelization 
implemented or licensed by Federal 
agencies; 

(3) Regulation of fire management 
plans by the NPS; 

(4) Road construction and 
maintenance, right-of-way designation, 
and regulation of agricultural activities; 
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(5) Hazard mitigation and post- 
disaster repairs funded by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA); and 

(6) Activities regulated or funded by 
the EPA, U.S. Department of Energy, the 
FAA, or any other Federal agency. 

It is likely that a developer or other 
project proponent could modify a 
project or take measures to protect 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii. The kinds of actions that may be 
included if future reasonable and 
prudent alternatives become necessary 
include conservation set-asides, 
management of competing nonnative 
species, restoration of degraded habitat, 
and regular monitoring. These are based 
on our understanding of the needs of the 
species and the threats it faces, as 
described in the final listing rule and 
proposed critical habitat designation. 
These measures are not likely to result 
in a significant economic impact to 
project proponents. 

In summary, we have considered 
whether this would result in a 
significant economic effect on a 
substantial number of small entities. We 
have determined, for the above reasons 
and based on currently available 
information, that it is not likely to affect 
a substantial number of small entities. 
Federal involvement, and thus section 7 
consultations, would be limited to a 
subset of the area designated. The most 
likely Federal involvement could 
include U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
permits and FHA funding for road 
improvements. A regulatory flexibility 
analysis is not required. 

Small Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act (5 U.S.C. 801 et seq.) 

Under SBREFA, this rule is not a 
major rule. Our detailed assessment of 
the economic effects of this designation 
is described in the economic analysis. 
Based on the effects identified in the 
economic analysis, we believe that this 
rule will not have an annual effect on 
the economy of $100 million or more, 
will not cause a major increase in costs 
or prices for consumers, and will not 
have significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or the ability 
of U.S.-based enterprises to compete 
with foreign-based enterprises. Refer to 
the final economic analysis for a 
discussion of the effects of this 
determination. 

Executive Order 13211 
On May 18, 2001, the President issued 

Executive Order 13211 (Actions 
Concerning Regulations That 
Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or Use) on regulations that 

significantly affect energy supply, 
distribution, and use. Executive Order 
13211 requires agencies to prepare 
Statements of Energy Effects when 
undertaking certain actions. There are 
transmission power lines within at least 
two units for Astragalus brauntonii; 
however, this final rule to designate 
critical habitat for A. brauntonii and 
Pentachaeta lyonii is not expected to 
significantly affect energy supplies, 
distribution, or use. Therefore, this 
action is not a significant energy action 
and no Statement of Energy Effects is 
required. 

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (2 
U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) 

In accordance with the Unfunded 
Mandates Reform Act (2 U.S.C. 1501 et 
seq.), we make the following findings: 

(a) This rule will not produce a 
Federal mandate. In general, a Federal 
mandate is a provision in legislation, 
statute, or regulation that would impose 
an enforceable duty upon State, local, or 
tribal governments or the private sector 
and includes both ‘‘Federal 
intergovernmental mandates’’ and 
‘‘Federal private sector mandates.’’ 
These terms are defined in 2 U.S.C. 
658(5)–(7). ‘‘Federal intergovernmental 
mandate’’ includes a regulation that 
‘‘would impose an enforceable duty 
upon State, local, or tribal 
governments,’’ with two exceptions. It 
excludes ‘‘a condition of federal 
assistance.’’ It also excludes ‘‘a duty 
arising from participation in a voluntary 
Federal program,’’ unless the regulation 
‘‘relates to a then-existing Federal 
program under which $500,000,000 or 
more is provided annually to State, 
local, and tribal governments under 
entitlement authority,’’ if the provision 
would ‘‘increase the stringency of 
conditions of assistance’’ or ‘‘place caps 
upon, or otherwise decrease, the Federal 
Government’s responsibility to provide 
funding’’ and the State, local, or tribal 
governments ‘‘lack authority’’ to adjust 
accordingly. (At the time of enactment, 
these entitlement programs were: 
Medicaid; AFDC work programs; Child 
Nutrition; Food Stamps; Social Services 
Block Grants; Vocational Rehabilitation 
State Grants; Foster Care, Adoption 
Assistance, and Independent Living; 
Family Support Welfare Services; and 
Child Support Enforcement.) ‘‘Federal 
private sector mandate’’ includes a 
regulation that ‘‘would impose an 
enforceable duty upon the private 
sector, except (i) a condition of Federal 
assistance; or (ii) a duty arising from 
participation in a voluntary Federal 
program.’’ 

The designation of critical habitat 
does not impose a legally binding duty 

on non-Federal government entities or 
private parties. Under the Act, the only 
regulatory effect is that Federal agencies 
must ensure that their actions do not 
destroy or adversely modify critical 
habitat under section 7. While non- 
Federal entities who receive Federal 
funding, assistance, or permits or 
otherwise require approval or 
authorization from a Federal agency for 
an action may be indirectly impacted by 
the designation of critical habitat, the 
legally binding duty to avoid 
destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat rests squarely on the 
Federal agency. Furthermore, to the 
extent that non-Federal entities are 
indirectly impacted because they 
receive Federal assistance or participate 
in a voluntary Federal aid program, the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act would 
not apply, nor would critical habitat 
shift the costs of the large entitlement 
programs listed above on to State 
governments. 

(b) We do not believe that this rule 
will significantly or uniquely affect 
small governments because it will not 
produce a Federal mandate of $100 
million or greater in any year; that is, it 
is not a ‘‘significant regulatory action’’ 
under the Unfunded Mandates Reform 
Act. The designation of critical habitat 
imposes no obligations on State or local 
governments. As such, a Small 
Government Agency Plan is not 
required. 

Federalism 
In accordance with Executive Order 

13132 (Federalism), the rule does not 
have significant Federalism effects. A 
Federalism assessment is not required. 
In keeping with the Department of the 
Interior and Department of Commerce 
policy, we requested information from, 
and coordinated development of, this 
final critical habitat designation with 
appropriate State resource agencies in 
California. The designation of critical 
habitat in areas currently occupied by 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii may impose nominal additional 
regulatory restrictions to those currently 
in place and, therefore, may have little 
incremental impact on State and local 
governments and their activities. The 
designation may have some benefit to 
these governments in that the areas that 
contain the features essential to the 
conservation of the species are more 
clearly defined, and the primary 
constituent elements of the habitat 
necessary to the conservation of the 
species are specifically identified. While 
making this definition and 
identification does not alter where and 
what federally sponsored activities may 
occur, it may assist these local 
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governments in long-range planning 
(rather than waiting for case-by-case 
section 7 consultations to occur). 

Civil Justice Reform 
In accordance with Executive Order 

12988 (Civil Justice Reform), the Office 
of the Solicitor has determined that the 
rule does not unduly burden the judicial 
system and that it meets the 
requirements of sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) 
of the Order. We are designating critical 
habitat in accordance with the 
provisions of the Endangered Species 
Act. This final rule uses standard 
property descriptions and identifies the 
primary constituent elements within the 
designated areas to assist the public in 
understanding the habitat needs of 
Astragalus brauntonii and Pentachaeta 
lyonii. 

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.) 

This rule does not contain any new 
collections of information that require 
approval by OMB under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act. This rule will not 
impose recordkeeping or reporting 
requirements on State or local 
governments, individuals, businesses, or 
organizations. An agency may not 
conduct or sponsor, and a person is not 
required to respond to, a collection of 
information unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 

National Environmental Policy Act 
It is our position that, outside the 

Tenth Circuit, we do not need to 

prepare environmental analyses as 
defined by the NEPA in connection with 
designating critical habitat under the 
Endangered Species Act. We published 
a notice outlining our reasons for this 
determination in the Federal Register 
on October 25, 1983 (48 FR 49244). This 
assertion was upheld in the courts of the 
Ninth Circuit [Douglas County v. 
Babbitt, 48 F.3d 1495 (9th Cir. Ore. 
1995), cert. denied 116 S. Ct. 698 
(1996)]. 

Government-to-Government 
Relationship With Tribes 

In accordance with the President’s 
memorandum of April 29, 1994, 
‘‘Government-to-Government Relations 
with Native American Tribal 
Governments’’ (59 FR 22951), Executive 
Order 13175, and the Department of 
Interior’s manual at 512 DM 2, we 
readily acknowledge our responsibility 
to communicate meaningfully with 
recognized Federal Tribes on a 
government-to-government basis. We 
have determined that there are no tribal 
lands occupied by Astragalus 
brauntonii or Pentachaeta lyonii at the 
time of listing that contain the features 
essential for conservation of either 
species, and there are no tribal lands 
that contain unoccupied areas for either 
species that are essential for the 
conservation of these species. Therefore, 
critical habitat for A. brauntonii and P. 
lyonii has not been designated on Tribal 
lands. 

References Cited 

A complete list of all references cited 
in this rulemaking is available upon 
request from the Field Supervisor, 
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office (see 
ADDRESSES section). 

Author 

The primary author of this package is 
the Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office. 

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17 

Endangered and threatened species, 
Exports, Imports, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, 
Transportation. 

Regulation Promulgation 

� Accordingly, we amend part 17, 
subchapter B of chapter I, title 50 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations, as set forth 
below: 

PART 17—[AMENDED] 

� 1. The authority citation for part 17 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361–1407; 16 U.S.C. 
1531–1544; 16 U.S.C. 4201–4245; Pub. L. 99– 
625, 100 Stat. 3500; unless otherwise noted. 

� 2. In § 17.12(h), revise the entries for 
‘‘Astragalus brauntonii’’ and 
‘‘Pentachaeta lyonii’’ under ‘‘Flowering 
Plants,’’ to read as follows: 

§ 17.12 Endangered and threatened plants. 

* * * * * 
(h) * * * 

Species 
Historic range Family Status When listed Critical 

habitat 
Special 
rules Scientific name Common name 

FLOWERING PLANTS 

* * * * * * *

Astragalus brauntonii Braunton’s milk- 
vetch.

U.S.A. (CA) ............. Fabaceae ................ E 606 17.96(a) NA 

* * * * * * *

Pentachaeta lyonii ... Lyon’s pentachaeta U.S.A. (CA) ............. Asteraceae ............. E 606 17.96(a) NA 

* * * * * * *

� 3. In § 17.96(a), add critical habitat for 
Pentachaeta lyonii, in alphabetical order 
under Family Asteraceae, and add 
critical habitat for Astragalus brauntonii 
in alphabetical order under Family 
Fabaceae, to read as follows: 

§ 17.96 Critical habitat—plants. 

(a) Flowering Plants. 
* * * * * 

Family Asteraceae: Pentachaeta lyonii 
(Lyon’s pentachaeta) 

(1) Critical habitat units are depicted 
for Ventura and Los Angeles Counties, 
California, on the maps below. 

(2) Critical habitat includes the plant 
communities within the range of 
Pentachaeta lyonii that are 
characterized by the following primary 
constituent elements: 

(i) Clay soils of volcanic origin; 

(ii) Exposed soils that exhibit a 
microbiotic crust, which may inhibit 
invasion by other plant competitors; and 

(iii) A mosaic of bare ground (>10%) 
patches in an area with less than 60 
percent cover. 

(3) Critical habitat does not include 
manmade structures existing on the 
effective date of this rule and not 
containing one or more of the primary 

VerDate Aug<31>2005 20:04 Nov 13, 2006 Jkt 211001 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4700 E:\FR\FM\14NOR2.SGM 14NOR2rw
ilk

in
s 

on
 P

R
O

D
1P

C
63

 w
ith

 R
U

LE
S

_2



66403 Federal Register / Vol. 71, No. 219 / Tuesday, November 14, 2006 / Rules and Regulations 

constituent elements, such as buildings, 
aqueducts, airports, and roads, and the 
land on which such structures are 
located. 

(4) Data layers defining map units 
were created on base maps using the 
following aerial imagery: For eastern 

Ventura County, we used Air Photo 
USA, Inc., aerial imagery captured in 
October 2002; for westernmost Los 
Angeles county populations, we used 
Air Photo USA, Inc., aerial imagery 
captured in August 1999. Both were 

projected to Universal Transverse 
Mercator (UTM) zone 11, North 
American Datum (NAD) 1927. 

(5) Index map for Pentachaeta lyonii 
(Map 1) follows: 
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P 
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BILLING CODE 4310–55–C 
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(6) Unit 1 for Pentachaeta lyonii: Simi 
Valley Unit, Ventura County, California. 

(i) Subunit 1a: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Simi. Land bounded 
by the following UTM zone 11, NAD83 
coordinates (E, N): 329277, 3794756; 
329285, 3794822; 329318, 3794831; 
329332, 3794857; 329491, 3794890; 
329464, 3795033; 329514, 3795052; 
329552, 3795059; 329610, 3795117; 
329654, 3795148; 329703, 3795171; 
329756, 3795183; 329827, 3795184; 
329893, 3795174; 329960, 3795146; 
330015, 3795107; 330062, 3795053; 
330093, 3794995; 330111, 3794926; 
330113, 3794872; 330099, 3794802; 
330070, 3794739; 330169, 3794478; 
330260, 3794458; 330323, 3794428; 
330386, 3794441; 330429, 3794445; 
330501, 3794440; 330581, 3794421; 
330703, 3794370; 330747, 3794338; 
330772, 3794313; 330817, 3794247; 
330849, 3794174; 330865, 3794090; 
330651, 3793969; 330487, 3793935; 
330497, 3793889; 330511, 3793869; 
330501, 3793823; 330338, 3793940; 
330301, 3793941; 329854, 3793954; 
329852, 3794025; 329850, 3794079; 
329805, 3794148; 329811, 3794213; 
329768, 3794273; 329576, 3794445; 
329558, 3794507; 329442, 3794481; 
329388, 3794513; 329337, 3794563; 
329301, 3794626; 329283, 3794687; 
returning to 329277, 3794756. 

(ii) Subunit 1b: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Simi. Land bounded 
by the following UTM zone 11, NAD83 
coordinates (E, N): 328955, 3793028; 
329079, 3793108; 329065, 3793154; 
329075, 3793194; 329151, 3793294; 
329199, 3793334; 329213, 3793342; 
329235, 3793310; 329338, 3793280; 
329368, 3793229; 329386, 3793188; 
329255, 3793079; 329165, 3793021; 
329111, 3793000; 329057, 3792995; 
328958, 3792998; returning to 328955, 
3793028. 

(iii) Subunit 1c; From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Thousand Oaks. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 331295, 
3791187; 331295, 3791210; 331330, 
3791275; 331362, 3791302; 331444, 
3791341; 331497, 3791349; 331712, 
3791342; 331763, 3791351; 331806, 
3791304; 331842, 3791246; 331852, 
3791219; 331641, 3791016; 331597, 
3791023; 331461, 3791044; 331335, 
3791130; returning to 331295, 3791187. 

(iv) Subunit 1d; From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Simi. Land bounded 
by the following UTM zone 11, NAD83 
coordinates (E, N): 332406, 3791975; 
332519, 3792037; 332583, 3792085; 
332606, 3792133; 332606, 3792174; 
332583, 3792177; 332569, 3792227; 
332623, 3792286; 332635, 3792347; 
332558, 3792379; 332554, 3792419; 
332553, 3792470; 332570, 3792525; 

332599, 3792563; 332653, 3792568; 
332706, 3792563; 332748, 3792551; 
332789, 3792575; 332853, 3792600; 
332905, 3792612; 332941, 3792615; 
333048, 3792601; 333098, 3792582; 
333144, 3792554; 333183, 3792517; 
333234, 3792451; 333261, 3792385; 
333270, 3792331; 333265, 3792260; 
333242, 3792181; 333216, 3792134; 
333172, 3792083; 333091, 3792116; 
333051, 3792116; 333025, 3792111; 
332985, 3792088; 332921, 3792041; 
332846, 3792013; 332827, 3792000; 
332805, 3791981; 332800, 3791967; 
332616, 3791898; 332577, 3791898; 
332524, 3791910; 332452, 3791942; 
returning to 332406, 3791975. 

(v) Note: Unit 1 for Pentachaeta lyonii 
is depicted on Map 2—see paragraph 
(a)(7)(iv) of this section. 

(7) Unit 2 for Pentachaeta lyonii: 
Montclef Ridge Unit, Ventura County, 
California. 

(i) Subunit 2a; From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Newbury Park. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 320757, 
3786338; 320759, 3786395; 320768, 
3786445; 320784, 3786492; 320806, 
3786536; 320864, 3786609; 321086, 
3787190; 321083, 3787252; 321091, 
3787318; 321068, 3787390; 321061, 
3787460; 321065, 3787514; 321081, 
3787584; 321104, 3787635; 321132, 
3787681; 321169, 3787720; 321217, 
3787759; 321248, 3787777; 321299, 
3787796; 321382, 3787807; 321935, 
3788068; 321973, 3788114; 322015, 
3788151; 322063, 3788181; 322115, 
3788203; 322167, 3788216; 322218, 
3788222; 322272, 3788219; 322321, 
3788209; 322913, 3788371; 322947, 
3788402; 322993, 3788431; 323043, 
3788453; 323095, 3788465; 323160, 
3788468; 323214, 3788459; 323280, 
3788438; 323338, 3788405; 323380, 
3788417; 323436, 3788426; 323518, 
3788421; 323565, 3788467; 323629, 
3788506; 323672, 3788542; 323725, 
3788570; 323756, 3788601; 323800, 
3788633; 323870, 3788663; 323940, 
3788677; 324012, 3788673; 324069, 
3788656; 324118, 3788634; 324162, 
3788602; 324209, 3788548; 324245, 
3788474; 324286, 3788420; 324308, 
3788371; 324388, 3788292; 324434, 
3788259; 324667, 3788223; 324708, 
3788206; 324672, 3788145; 324747, 
3788150; 324770, 3788180; 325020, 
3788065; 324898, 3787879; 324839, 
3787849; 324733, 3787850; 324577, 
3787713; 324716, 3787572; 324832, 
3787428; 324845, 3787362; 325048, 
3787448; 325169, 3787468; 325297, 
3787527; 325410, 3787537; 325521, 
3787580; 325597, 3787587; 325717, 
3787590; 325849, 3787553; 325894, 
3787510; 325885, 3787482; 325790, 
3787526; 325534, 3787512; 325442, 

3787433; 325513, 3787354; 325683, 
3787214; 325703, 3787231; 325819, 
3787188; 325815, 3787138; 325887, 
3787125; 325937, 3787145; 325982, 
3787128; 326178, 3787035; 326145, 
3786988; 326097, 3786938; 326053, 
3786907; 326018, 3786889; 325956, 
3786865; 325861, 3786842; 325732, 
3786836; 325687, 3786838; 325572, 
3786861; 325514, 3786882; 325468, 
3786911; 325396, 3786978; 324815, 
3787144; 324735, 3787089; 324647, 
3787055; 324638, 3787071; 324526, 
3787250; 324442, 3787263; 324152, 
3787281; 324122, 3787369; 324111, 
3787460; 324120, 3787553; 324149, 
3787640; 324197, 3787721; 324259, 
3787787; 324337, 3787840; 324424, 
3787874; 324377, 3787917; 324346, 
3787960; 324318, 3788027; 324304, 
3788112; 324284, 3788124; 324264, 
3788094; 324227, 3788055; 324156, 
3788006; 324112, 3787983; 324020, 
3787949; 323930, 3787931; 323803, 
3787926; 323719, 3787933; 323678, 
3787883; 323605, 3787826; 323533, 
3787792; 323472, 3787779; 323428, 
3787754; 323351, 3787724; 323298, 
3787715; 323244, 3787717; 323166, 
3787735; 323108, 3787763; 322524, 
3787671; 322414, 3787565; 322318, 
3787523; 322221, 3787562; 321715, 
3787174; 321691, 3787100; 321654, 
3787044; 321486, 3786890; 321401, 
3786883; 321382, 3786733; 321407, 
3786714; 321440, 3786486; 321455, 
3786312; 321426, 3786200; 321452, 
3786148; 321520, 3786182; 321595, 
3786032; 321665, 3786035; 321698, 
3785934; 321660, 3785903; 321679, 
3785865; 321725, 3785853; 321880, 
3785811; 321872, 3785762; 321860, 
3785728; 321835, 3785681; 321813, 
3785652; 321769, 3785609; 321717, 
3785573; 321665, 3785520; 321608, 
3785485; 321523, 3785626; 321467, 
3785627; 321419, 3785719; 321373, 
3785722; 321377, 3785628; 321385, 
3785572; 321432, 3785450; 321370, 
3785460; 321304, 3785487; 321274, 
3785507; 321227, 3785549; 321185, 
3785598; 321142, 3785681; 321125, 
3785744; 321117, 3785816; 321127, 
3785920; 321117, 3786000; 321070, 
3786002; 321021, 3786011; 320974, 
3786027; 320914, 3786059; 320862, 
3786102; 320829, 3786140; 320793, 
3786197; 320774, 3786244; 320762, 
3786292; returning to 320757, 3786338. 

(ii) Subunit 2b: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Newbury Park. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 325989, 
3788043; 326019, 3788123; 326091, 
3788240; 326227, 3788353; 326250, 
3788403; 326324, 3788464; 326386, 
3788484; 326514, 3788481; 326536, 
3788451; 326532, 3788204; 326524, 
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3788204; 326477, 3788163; 326370, 
3788097; 326277, 3788045; 326016, 
3787984; returning to 325989, 3788043. 

(iii) Subunit 2c: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangles Newbury Park and 
Thousand Oaks. Land bounded by the 
following UTM zone 11, NAD83 
coordinates (E, N): 326429, 3789621; 

326431, 3789704; 326432, 3789786; 
326434, 3789791; 326465, 3789836; 
326496, 3789863; 326625, 3789975; 
326793, 3789915; 326860, 3789913; 
327037, 3789851; 327170, 3789936; 
327203, 3789898; 327221, 3789867; 
327241, 3789818; 327251, 3789778; 
327236, 3789712; 327019, 3789561; 

326772, 3789480; 326771, 3789566; 
326524, 3789567; 326447, 3789579; 
returning to 326429, 3789621. 

(iv) Note: Unit 2 for Pentachaeta 
lyonii is depicted on Map 2, which 
follows: 
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P 
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(8) Unit 3 for Pentachaeta lyonii: 
Thousand Oaks Unit, Ventura and Los 
Angeles Counties, California. 

(i) Subunit 3a: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Thousand Oaks. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 327757, 
3781188; 327763, 3781472; 327769, 
3781489; 327794, 3781536; 327828, 
3781578; 327855, 3781602; 327960, 
3781663; 328124, 3781731; 328228, 
3781763; 328344, 3781771; 328413, 
3781781; 328587, 3781782; 328721, 
3781760; 328755, 3781748; 328802, 
3781723; 328856, 3781676; 328888, 
3781632; 328926, 3781543; 328940, 
3781472; 328940, 3781436; 328929, 
3781344; 328909, 3781262; 328891, 
3781214; 328810, 3781152; 328769, 
3781055; 328742, 3781034; 328712, 
3781014; 328629, 3780971; 328578, 
3780955; 328421, 3780930; 328338, 
3780900; 328240, 3780880; 328187, 
3780882; 328048, 3780909; 327956, 
3780939; 327896, 3780978; 327806, 
3781078; 327781, 3781125 returning to 
327757, 3781188. 

(ii) Subunit 3b: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Thousand Oaks. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 327196, 
3780235; 327199, 3780252; 327212, 
3780261; 327243, 3780279; 327299, 
3780302; 327352, 3780314; 327424, 
3780315; 327464, 3780310; 327537, 
3780289; 327636, 3780240; 327681, 
3780211; 327737, 3780220; 327827, 
3780225; 327881, 3780220; 327915, 
3780210; 327965, 3780188; 328020, 
3780152; 328059, 3780115; 328081, 
3780087; 328106, 3780039; 328122, 
3779988; 328127, 3779934; 328120, 
3779865; 328104, 3779813; 328079, 
3779765; 328057, 3779739; 328002, 
3779771; 327815, 3779812; 327801, 
3779852; 327736, 3779926; 327751, 
3779983; 327645, 3779966; 327555, 
3779999; 327434, 3780068; 327338, 
3780132; 327305, 3780172; returning to 
327196, 3780235. 

(iii) Subunit 3c (western portion): 
From USGS 1:24,000 scale quadrangle 
Thousand Oaks. Land bounded by the 
following UTM zone 11, NAD83 
coordinates (E, N): 327396, 3778203; 
327408, 3778287; 327447, 3778379; 
327461, 3778440; 327532, 3778533; 
327578, 3778594; 327605, 3778648; 
327610, 3778680; 327641, 3778709; 
327649, 3778743; 327691, 3778780; 
327753, 3778799; 327794, 3778817; 
327872, 3778831; 327910, 3778850; 
327928, 3778830; 327932, 3778806; 
327926, 3778765; 327916, 3778737; 
327892, 3778695; 327857, 3778658; 
327846, 3778629; 327817, 3778591; 
327826, 3778565; 327891, 3778516; 
327883, 3778465; 327877, 3778451; 
327865, 3778434; 327819, 3778410; 

327788, 3778387; 327771, 3778373; 
327755, 3778351; 327816, 3778259; 
327877, 3778169; 327908, 3778135; 
327964, 3778215; 327986, 3778235; 
328041, 3778408; 328011, 3778500; 
327980, 3778599; 327990, 3778640; 
328023, 3778696; 328033, 3778731; 
328022, 3778796; 328025, 3778837; 
328007, 3778882; 327993, 3778920; 
327980, 3779003; 328028, 3778975; 
328102, 3778910; 328133, 3778866; 
328160, 3778800; 328170, 3778729; 
328160, 3778658; 328130, 3778583; 
328112, 3778552; 328081, 3778514; 
328065, 3778492; 328059, 3778465; 
328072, 3778393; 328160, 3778487; 
328171, 3778505; 328218, 3778530; 
328305, 3778555; 328359, 3778557; 
328418, 3778550; 328470, 3778535; 
328513, 3778512; 328571, 3778584; 
328613, 3778618; 328644, 3778636; 
328677, 3778650; 328730, 3778662; 
328847, 3778668; 328900, 3778659; 
329018, 3778625; 329065, 3778600; 
329105, 3778568; 329118, 3778549; 
329022, 3778458; 329113, 3778394; 
329152, 3778431; 329247, 3778487; 
329263, 3778533; 329287, 3778569; 
329306, 3778708; 329296, 3778761; 
329301, 3778793; 329311, 3778820; 
329383, 3778893; 329400, 3778943; 
329408, 3779001; 329427, 3779030; 
329444, 3779045; 329490, 3779073; 
329526, 3779088; 329531, 3779148; 
329546, 3779199; 329575, 3779253; 
329605, 3779295; 329644, 3779331; 
329739, 3779397; 329838, 3779285; 
329839, 3779285; 329870, 3779235; 
329901, 3779225; 329917, 3779225; 
330001, 3779225; 330001, 3779244; 
330186, 3779218; 330199, 3779172; 
330196, 3779100; 330324, 3779030; 
330304, 3778967; 330291, 3778864; 
330186, 3778781; 330029, 3778696; 
329967, 3778657; 329918, 3778611; 
329796, 3778488; 329768, 3778464; 
329722, 3778435; 329592, 3778380; 
329510, 3778323; 329433, 3778215; 
329217, 3778063; 329172, 3778065; 
329073, 3777994; 329078, 3777947; 
329065, 3777920; 329063, 3777872; 
329085, 3777817; 329142, 3777731; 
329190, 3777706; 329148, 3777617; 
329126, 3777608; 329085, 3777627; 
329047, 3777666; 329017, 3777707; 
329007, 3777729; 328967, 3777758; 
328963, 3777772; 328967, 3777811; 
328945, 3777844; 328891, 3777860; 
328853, 3777860; 328802, 3777844; 
328740, 3777780; 328688, 3777740; 
328513, 3777659; 328476, 3777715; 
328447, 3777801; 328443, 3777873; 
328457, 3777950; 328420, 3777928; 
328370, 3777909; 328317, 3777900; 
328277, 3777900; 328227, 3777861; 
328189, 3777838; 328139, 3777819; 
328094, 3777811; 328050, 3777753; 
328013, 3777723; 327933, 3777739; 

327916, 3777711; 327884, 3777723; 
327844, 3777749; 327834, 3777887; 
327789, 3777917; 327781, 3777953; 
327780, 3777984; 327611, 3778114; 
327401, 3778151; returning to 327396, 
3778203. 

(iv) Subunit 3c (eastern portion): 
From USGS 1:24,000 scale quadrangles 
Thousand Oaks and Point Dume. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 327881, 
3775578; 327888, 3775677; 327911, 
3775745; 327942, 3775796; 327976, 
3775838; 328032, 3775884; 328099, 
3775921; 328151, 3775937; 328235, 
3775945; 328289, 3775939; 328350, 
3775920; 328407, 3775947; 328456, 
3775959; 328753, 3776379; 328780, 
3776511; 328313, 3776697; 328244, 
3776736; 328193, 3776788; 328169, 
3776823; 328153, 3776859; 328141, 
3776901; 328135, 3776940; 328142, 
3777020; 328154, 3777061; 328172, 
3777096; 328217, 3777156; 328278, 
3777202; 328330, 3777225; 328397, 
3777237; 328464, 3777234; 328522, 
3777217; 328576, 3777187; 328628, 
3777139; 329046, 3776893; 329096, 
3777123; 329161, 3777223; 329179, 
3777242; 329206, 3777246; 329244, 
3777250; 329262, 3777272; 329235, 
3777307; 329228, 3777342; 329223, 
3777395; 329199, 3777423; 329195, 
3777440; 329212, 3777453; 329238, 
3777447; 329263, 3777440; 329287, 
3777438; 329315, 3777432; 329339, 
3777447; 329366, 3777477; 329380, 
3777522; 329380, 3777550; 329434, 
3777608; 329445, 3777701; 329445, 
3777773; 329607, 3777846; 329988, 
3777882; 330019, 3777911; 330048, 
3777935; 330049, 3777994; 330035, 
3778082; 330037, 3778129; 330054, 
3778161; 330071, 3778180; 330092, 
3778181; 330120, 3778146; 330166, 
3778048; 330194, 3777983; 330321, 
3777987; 330370, 3778025; 330388, 
3778069; 330417, 3778116; 330461, 
3778107; 330508, 3778102; 330547, 
3778075; 330551, 3778059; 330536, 
3777988; 330543, 3777968; 330554, 
3777961; 330574, 3777959; 330619, 
3777961; 330594, 3777814; 330563, 
3777726; 330535, 3777680; 330511, 
3777653; 330484, 3777629; 330438, 
3777601; 330377, 3777578; 330324, 
3777569; 330270, 3777571; 330201, 
3777589; 329628, 3777445; 329620, 
3777399; 329608, 3777365; 329592, 
3777333; 329565, 3777294; 329524, 
3777246; 329467, 3777199; 329437, 
3777179; 329388, 3777157; 329398, 
3776787; 329433, 3776728; 329452, 
3776662; 329454, 3776584; 329435, 
3776511; 329456, 3776439; 329462, 
3776377; 329460, 3776334; 329451, 
3776284; 329435, 3776237; 329403, 
3776177; 329373, 3776138; 329337, 
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3776103; 329263, 3776055; 329193, 
3776077; 329011, 3776090; 328911, 
3776079; 328757, 3776035; 328685, 
3775801; 328675, 3775764; 328677, 
3775688; 328681, 3775635; 328688, 
3775608; 328661, 3775594; 328617, 
3775599; 328202, 3775501; 328159, 
3775259; 328129, 3775265; 328050, 
3775303; 327982, 3775354; 327939, 
3775411; 327895, 3775508; returning to 
327881, 3775578. 

(v) Note: Unit 3 for Pentachaeta lyonii 
is depicted on Map 3—see paragraph 
(a)(12)(ii) of this section. 

(9) Unit 4 for Pentachaeta lyonii: 
Triunfo Canyon Unit, Los Angeles 
County, California. 

(i) Unit 4: From USGS 1:24,000 scale 
quadrangles Thousand Oaks and Point 
Dume. Land bounded by the following 
UTM zone 11, NAD83 coordinates (E, 
N): 331377, 3777912; 331406, 3777957; 
331557, 3778148; 331611, 3778195; 
331665, 3778224; 331749, 3778248; 
331803, 3778250; 331847, 3778243; 
331869, 3778239; 331996, 3778182; 
332097, 3778144; 332192, 3778116; 
332404, 3778078; 332519, 3778051; 
332592, 3778045; 332671, 3778027; 
332717, 3778041; 332732, 3778075; 
332724, 3778098; 332686, 3778135; 
332671, 3778195; 332794, 3778230; 
332809, 3778107; 332859, 3778111; 
332861, 3778240; 332899, 3778243; 
332935, 3778196; 333040, 3778224; 
333177, 3778261; 333181, 3778243; 
333186, 3778172; 333173, 3778096; 
333135, 3778008; 333100, 3777961; 
333095, 3777904; 333072, 3777836; 
333044, 3777790; 333007, 3777751; 
332963, 3777720; 332931, 3777704; 
332845, 3777680; 332774, 3777680; 
332704, 3777699; 332629, 3777743; 
332583, 3777732; 332513, 3777729; 
332460, 3777738; 332408, 3777758; 
332311, 3777716; 332257, 3777704; 
332211, 3777644; 332136, 3777584; 
332062, 3777545; 332010, 3777529; 
331956, 3777524; 331921, 3777526; 
331885, 3777533; 331836, 3777552; 
331796, 3777526; 331646, 3777565; 
331598, 3777666; 331538, 3777747; 
331494, 3777785; 331398, 3777791; 
331398, 3777855; returning to 331377, 
3777912. 

(ii) Note: Unit 4 for Pentachaeta lyonii 
is depicted on Map 3—see paragraph 
(a)(12)(ii) of this section. 

(10) Unit 5 for Pentachaeta lyonii: 
Mulholland Drive Unit, Los Angeles 
County, California. 

(i) Subunit 5a: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Point Dume. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 329661, 
3774511; 329686, 3774511; 329694, 
3774579; 329707, 3774627; 329733, 
3774681; 329759, 3774721; 329840, 
3774646; 329898, 3774637; 329982, 
3774727; 330035, 3774723; 330098, 
3774711; 330117, 3774666; 330130, 
3774615; 330149, 3774542; 330263, 
3774514; 330333, 3774476; 330389, 
3774437; 330369, 3774370; 330346, 
3774325; 330306, 3774270; 330270, 
3774236; 330215, 3774197; 330165, 
3774174; 330104, 3774158; 330044, 
3774152; 330001, 3774154; 329952, 
3774163; 329904, 3774179; 329844, 
3774211; 329792, 3774254; 329759, 
3774292; 329723, 3774349; 329704, 
3774395; 329689, 3774462; returning to 
329686, 3774511. 

(ii) Subunit 5b: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Point Dume. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 332156, 
3774563; 332160, 3774661; 332179, 
3774731; 332214, 3774793; 332339, 
3774915; 332457, 3774998; 332632, 
3775179; 332675, 3775210; 332724, 
3775233; 332741, 3775237; 332789, 
3775072; 332829, 3775010; 332930, 
3774876; 332955, 3774819; 332955, 
3774772; 332911, 3774777; 332907, 
3774668; 332913, 3774512; 332757, 
3774458; 332433, 3774465; 332364, 
3774314; 332308, 3774334; 332249, 
3774374; 332201, 3774428; 332170, 
3774492; returning to 332156, 3774563. 

(iii) Subunit 5c: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Point Dume. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 334109, 
3775136; 334111, 3775191; 334129, 
3775261; 334166, 3775325; 334191, 
3775353; 334227, 3775384; 334293, 
3775418; 334255, 3775484; 334239, 
3775536; 334234, 3775572; 334235, 
3775615; 334243, 3775663; 334260, 
3775708; 334280, 3775745; 334329, 
3775800; 334389, 3775840; 334458, 
3775864; 334535, 3775868; 334529, 
3775752; 334504, 3775732; 334507, 
3775641; 334513, 3775577; 334512, 
3775562; 334452, 3775507; 334383, 
3775373; 334360, 3775305; 334385, 

3775186; 334429, 3775162; 334491, 
3775098; 334533, 3775067; 334559, 
3774932; 334512, 3774904; 334460, 
3774884; 334406, 3774875; 334334, 
3774880; 334281, 3774896; 334227, 
3774925; 334178, 3774970; 334146, 
3775014; 334118, 3775082; returning to 
334109, 3775136. 

(iv) Subunit 5d: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Point Dume. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 333938, 
3776910; 333946, 3776963; 333984, 
3776973; 334040, 3776976; 334158, 
3777014; 334515, 3777025; 334545, 
3776941; 334561, 3776863; 334655, 
3776845; 334747, 3776778; 334693, 
3776730; 334628, 3776698; 334447, 
3776638; 334394, 3776629; 334196, 
3776640; 334145, 3776656; 334082, 
3776692; 334031, 3776743; 333997, 
3776802; 333973, 3776871; returning to 
333938, 3776910. 

(v) Note: Unit 5 for Pentachaeta lyonii 
is depicted on Map 3—see paragraph 
(a)(12)(ii) of this section. 

(11) Unit 7 for Pentachaeta lyonii: 
Malibu Lake Unit, Los Angeles County, 
California. 

(i) Unit 7: From USGS 1:24,000 scale 
quadrangles Point Dume and Malibu 
Beach. Land bounded by the following 
UTM zone 11, NAD83 coordinates (E, 
N): 338380, 3775057; 338535, 3775051; 
338571, 3775034; 338597, 3775025; 
338662, 3775115; 338692, 3775172; 
338711, 3775200; 338713, 3775218; 
338701, 3775240; 338626, 3775315; 
338619, 3775330; 338616, 3775391; 
338606, 3775424; 338663, 3775446; 
338720, 3775457; 338774, 3775459; 
338827, 3775450; 338841, 3775446; 
338893, 3775451; 338929, 3775449; 
339016, 3775428; 339080, 3775397; 
339134, 3775349; 339155, 3775323; 
339164, 3775290; 339178, 3775202; 
339185, 3775064; 339166, 3775015; 
339138, 3774969; 339092, 3774917; 
339036, 3774874; 338990, 3774847; 
338942, 3774829; 338892, 3774791; 
338831, 3774764; 338760, 3774750; 
338689, 3774755; 338590, 3774784; 
338541, 3774804; 338510, 3774822; 
338469, 3774856; 338434, 3774898; 
338401, 3774959; 338386, 3775011; 
returning to 338380, 3775057. 

(ii) Note: Unit 7 for Pentachaeta lyonii 
is depicted on Map 3, which follows: 
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P 
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* * * * * 
Family Fabaceae: Astragalus 

brauntonii (Braunton’s milk-vetch). 
(1) Critical habitat units are depicted 

for Ventura, Los Angeles, and Orange 
Counties, California, on the maps below. 

(2) The primary constituent elements 
of critical habitat for Astragalus 
brauntonii are the habitat components 
that provide: 

(i) Calcium carbonate soils derived 
from marine sediment; 

(ii) Low proportion (less than 10 
percent) of shrub cover directly around 
the plant; and 

(iii) Chaparral and coastal sage scrub 
communities characterized by periodic 

disturbances that stimulate seed 
germination (e.g., fire, flooding, erosion) 
and reduce vegetative cover, 

(3) Critical habitat does not include 
manmade structures existing on the 
effective date of this rule and not 
containing one or more of the primary 
constituent elements, such as buildings, 
aqueducts, airports, and roads, and the 
land on which such structures are 
located. 

(4) Critical habitat units are described 
below. Data layers defining map units 
were created on base maps using the 
following aerial imagery: For eastern 
Ventura County, we used AirPhotoUSA, 

Inc., aerial imagery captured in October 
2002; for western-most Los Angeles 
county populations, we used 
AirPhotoUSA, Inc., aerial imagery 
captured in August 1999; for 
populations near the City of Monrovia, 
in Los Angeles County, and for the 
population in Orange County, we used 
USGS Digital Orthophoto Quarter 
Quadrangles captured in the mid- 
1990’s. All were projected to UTM zone 
11, NAD27. 

(5) Note: Index map for Astragalus 
brauntonii (Map 1) follows: 
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P 
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BILLING CODE 4310–55–C 

VerDate Aug<31>2005 20:04 Nov 13, 2006 Jkt 211001 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4700 E:\FR\FM\14NOR2.SGM 14NOR2 E
R

14
N

O
06

.0
03

<
/G

P
H

>

rw
ilk

in
s 

on
 P

R
O

D
1P

C
63

 w
ith

 R
U

LE
S

_2



66413 Federal Register / Vol. 71, No. 219 / Tuesday, November 14, 2006 / Rules and Regulations 

(6) Unit 1 for Astragalus brauntonii, 
Northern Simi Hills Unit, Ventura 
County, California. 

(i) Subunit 1a: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Thousand Oaks. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 336376, 
3789405; 336383, 3789477; 336415, 
3789572; 336456, 3789634; 336519, 
3789691; 336595, 3789729; 336688, 
3789746; 336768, 3789741; 336813, 
3789801; 336869, 3789850; 336949, 
3789890; 337019, 3789906; 337075, 
3789908; 337121, 3789902; 337174, 
3789890; 337209, 3789876; 337252, 
3789851; 337295, 3789816; 337320, 
3789788; 337348, 3789743; 337375, 
3789676; 337387, 3789605; 337385, 
3789549; 337369, 3789478; 337339, 
3789411; 337294, 3789352; 337220, 
3789297; 337154, 3789268; 337167, 
3789198; 337160, 3789100; 337136, 
3789029; 337106, 3788977; 337083, 
3788948; 337037, 3788905; 336990, 
3788875; 336937, 3788856; 336874, 
3788845; 336795, 3788849; 336741, 
3788861; 336674, 3788890; 336628, 
3788922; 336581, 3788973; 336551, 
3789021; 336532, 3789073; 336521, 
3789138; 336484, 3789165; 336437, 
3789215; 336408, 3789263; 336388, 
3789315; returning to 336376, 3789405. 

(ii) Subunit 1b: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangles Thousand Oaks and 
Calabasas. Land bounded by the 
following UTM zone 11, NAD83 
coordinates (E, N): 338171, 3790635; 
338173, 3790693; 338187, 3790754; 
338211, 3790807; 338247, 3790857; 
338290, 3790898; 338343, 3790930; 
338398, 3790951; 338459, 3790961; 
338518, 3790959; 338575, 3790945; 
338631, 3790920; 338679, 3790886; 
338721, 3790841; 338752, 3790791; 
338774, 3790733; 338783, 3790675; 
338782, 3790616; 338768, 3790556; 
338743, 3790502; 338708, 3790452; 
338665, 3790412; 338612, 3790379; 
338557, 3790358; 338496, 3790349; 
338437, 3790351; 338380, 3790364; 
338324, 3790389; 338276, 3790424; 
338233, 3790469; 338202, 3790519; 
338181, 3790576; returning to 338171, 
3790635. 

(iii) Subunit 1c: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangles Thousand Oaks and 
Calabasas. Land bounded by the 
following UTM zone 11, NAD83 
coordinates (E, N): 338516, 3788952; 
338527, 3789021; 338550, 3789087; 
338594, 3789158; 338643, 3789208; 
338700, 3789248; 338764, 3789277; 
338832, 3789293; 338931, 3789297; 
339000, 3789287; 339065, 3789263; 
339137, 3789219; 339187, 3789171; 
339227, 3789114; 339256, 3789050; 
339272, 3788982; 339274, 3788912; 
339263, 3788843; 339240, 3788777; 
339196, 3788706; 339147, 3788656; 

339090, 3788616; 339026, 3788587; 
338959, 3788571; 338883, 3788566; 
338808, 3788573; 338742, 3788594; 
338680, 3788626; 338619, 3788676; 
338591, 3788708; 338563, 3788751; 
338534, 3788814; 338519, 3788882; 
returning to 338516, 3788952. 

(iv) Subunit 1d: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Calabasas. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 341703, 
3788492; 341705, 3788551; 341719, 
3788610; 341743, 3788663; 341777, 
3788710; 341819, 3788750; 341869, 
3788781; 341925, 3788802; 341983, 
3788812; 342041, 3788810; 342098, 
3788797; 342151, 3788773; 342201, 
3788737; 342240, 3788695; 342271, 
3788645; 342292, 3788591; 342302, 
3788531; 342300, 3788473; 342286, 
3788416; 342262, 3788363; 342226, 
3788312; 342184, 3788274; 342135, 
3788243; 342080, 3788223; 342013, 
3788212; 341962, 3788215; 341905, 
3788228; 341852, 3788252; 341805, 
3788286; 341765, 3788329; 341733, 
3788380; 341712, 3788435; returning to 
341703, 3788492. 

(v) Note: Unit 1 for Astragalus 
brauntonii is depicted on Map 2—see 
paragraph (a)(7)(vii) of this section. 

(7) Unit 2 for Astragalus brauntonii, 
Southern Simi Hills Unit, Ventura 
County and Los Angeles County, 
California. 

(i) Subunit 2a: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Thousand Oaks. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 331967, 
3786775; 332010, 3786796; 332036, 
3786818; 332059, 3786815; 332143, 
3786838; 332153, 3786872; 332032, 
3786908; 332054, 3786949; 332107, 
3787022; 332203, 3787105; 332274, 
3787160; 332410, 3787127; 332550, 
3787113; 332640, 3787122; 332652, 
3787061; 333232, 3786946; 333316, 
3786954; 333372, 3786949; 333423, 
3786936; 333470, 3786916; 333531, 
3786876; 333609, 3786872; 333661, 
3786859; 333701, 3786843; 333773, 
3786857; 333842, 3786856; 333914, 
3786837; 333976, 3786804; 334019, 
3786769; 334050, 3786734; 334079, 
3786687; 334093, 3786652; 334106, 
3786602; 334110, 3786554; 334104, 
3786498; 334093, 3786456; 334138, 
3786438; 334206, 3786397; 334285, 
3786328; 334431, 3786159; 334452, 
3786128; 334484, 3786061; 334504, 
3785989; 334509, 3785940; 334508, 
3785877; 334487, 3785777; 334454, 
3785711; 334418, 3785666; 334377, 
3785628; 334330, 3785598; 334277, 
3785578; 334203, 3785566; 334148, 
3785564; 334092, 3785573; 334017, 
3785596; 333953, 3785634; 333914, 
3785669; 333797, 3785891; 333752, 
3785877; 333747, 3785883; 333691, 

3786002; 333674, 3786074; 333668, 
3786139; 333626, 3786150; 333575, 
3786173; 333495, 3786232; 333453, 
3786253; 333371, 3786305; 333326, 
3786302; 333270, 3786305; 333210, 
3786317; 333158, 3786337; 333126, 
3786356; 333082, 3786391; 333024, 
3786464; 332440, 3786601; 332403, 
3786580; 332351, 3786561; 332296, 
3786552; 332259, 3786552; 332186, 
3786566; 332089, 3786613; 332046, 
3786649; 332022, 3786677; 331988, 
3786728; returning to 331967, 3786775. 

(ii) Subunit 2b: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Thousand Oaks. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 335530, 
3784984; 335546, 3785093; 335565, 
3785110; 335590, 3785102; 335569, 
3784979; 335559, 3784977; 335546, 
3784977; returning to 335530, 3784984. 

(iii) Subunit 2c: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Thousand Oaks. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 336280, 
3784509; 336387, 3784488; 336664, 
3784616; 336909, 3784789; 336942, 
3784722; 336957, 3784641; 336984, 
3784596; 336999, 3784562; 337017, 
3784484; 337019, 3784432; 337084, 
3784382; 337100, 3784363; 337093, 
3784348; 337094, 3784270; 337026, 
3784217; 337038, 3784151; 337045, 
3784086; 337153, 3784041; 337115, 
3784014; 337064, 3783816; 337012, 
3783819; 336983, 3783806; 336973, 
3783806; 336958, 3783843; 336954, 
3783873; 336871, 3784003; 336869, 
3784037; 336879, 3784082; 336883, 
3784153; 336859, 3784238; 336838, 
3784256; 336820, 3784262; 336755, 
3784266; 336676, 3784283; 336658, 
3784311; 336640, 3784317; 336613, 
3784299; 336603, 3784281; 336603, 
3784268; 336629, 3784222; 336640, 
3784120; 336755, 3784049; 336844, 
3783987; 336848, 3783952; 336883, 
3783901; 336903, 3783853; 336873, 
3783853; 336849, 3783833; 336856, 
3783796; 336847, 3783768; 336850, 
3783748; 336832, 3783715; 336793, 
3783703; 336741, 3783721; 336686, 
3783722; 336628, 3783708; 336647, 
3783616; 336513, 3783551; 336338, 
3783761; 336349, 3783854; 336373, 
3783924; 336406, 3783980; 336412, 
3784049; 336431, 3784110; 336393, 
3784146; 336371, 3784176; 336344, 
3784225; 336332, 3784261; 336320, 
3784331; 336294, 3784396; 336281, 
3784468; returning to 336280, 3784509. 

(iv) Subunit 2d: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Calabasas. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 338707, 
3784551; 338713, 3784618; 338729, 
3784672; 338760, 3784729; 338796, 
3784772; 338850, 3784817; 338900, 
3784844; 338968, 3784864; 339024, 
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3784870; 339079, 3784864; 339147, 
3784845; 339196, 3784818; 339259, 
3784771; 339311, 3784751; 339359, 
3784721; 339422, 3784659; 339459, 
3784595; 339482, 3784509; 339485, 
3784401; 339473, 3784323; 339444, 
3784254; 339403, 3784198; 339347, 
3784149; 339281, 3784116; 339193, 
3784098; 339137, 3784099; 339071, 
3784115; 339020, 3784138; 338981, 
3784163; 338941, 3784201; 338911, 
3784242; 338843, 3784285; 338802, 
3784323; 338755, 3784387; 338729, 
3784442; 338712, 3784496; returning to 
338707, 3784551. 

(v) Subunit 2e: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Calabasas. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 340541, 
3785437; 340548, 3785524; 340571, 
3785601; 340615, 3785684; 340666, 
3785746; 340738, 3785805; 340810, 

3785843; 340887, 3785867; 340964, 
3785875; 341051, 3785869; 341133, 
3785846; 341214, 3785804; 341274, 
3785757; 341337, 3785683; 341376, 
3785611; 341403, 3785522; 341410, 
3785442; 341403, 3785361; 341376, 
3785272; 341338, 3785201; 341288, 
3785138; 341216, 3785078; 341145, 
3785040; 341069, 3785016; 340985, 
3785006; 340894, 3785013; 340820, 
3785035; 340734, 3785079; 340671, 
3785130; 340612, 3785202; 340574, 
3785273; 340550, 3785351; returning to 
340541, 3785437. 

(vi) Subunit 2f: From USGS 1:24,000 
scale quadrangle Calabasas. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 346217, 
3787493; 346231, 3787542; 346250, 
3787586; 346281, 3787636; 346314, 
3787675; 346353, 3787709; 346396, 
3787737; 346477, 3787770; 346546, 

3787782; 346630, 3787779; 347234, 
3787813; 347300, 3787832; 347365, 
3787835; 347416, 3787843; 347492, 
3787839; 347529, 3787829; 347580, 
3787805; 347626, 3787772; 347653, 
3787745; 347687, 3787699; 347710, 
3787647; 347720, 3787610; 347725, 
3787554; 347720, 3787497; 347710, 
3787460; 347687, 3787409; 347665, 
3787377; 347622, 3787330; 347584, 
3787298; 347541, 3787273; 347493, 
3787256; 347443, 3787247; 347394, 
3787247; 346752, 3787100; 346688, 
3787072; 346639, 3787060; 346569, 
3787054; 346500, 3787061; 346445, 
3787077; 346445, 3787293; 346426, 
3787376; 346382, 3787428 returning to 
346217, 3787493. 

(vii) Note: Unit 2 for Astragalus 
brauntonii is depicted on Map 2, which 
follows: 
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P 
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BILLING CODE 4310–55–C 
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(8) Unit 3 for Astragalus brauntonii, 
Santa Monica Mountains Unit, Los 
Angeles County, California. 

(i) Unit 3: From USGS 1:24,000 scale 
quadrangle Point Dume. Land bounded 
by the following UTM zone 11, NAD83 
coordinates (E, N): 331185, 3768655; 
331185, 3768730; 331205, 3768803; 
331237, 3768861; 331285, 3768913; 
331301, 3768954; 331331, 3769002; 
331370, 3769043; 331416, 3769076; 
331468, 3769100; 331523, 3769112; 
331599, 3769112; 331636, 3769105; 

331683, 3769088; 331738, 3769055; 
331794, 3768997; 331912, 3768949; 
332085, 3768851; 332146, 3768802; 
332187, 3768757; 332226, 3768705; 
332257, 3768644; 332280, 3768561; 
332280, 3768490; 332263, 3768398; 
332240, 3768347; 332189, 3768277; 
332133, 3768228; 332072, 3768195; 
332020, 3768176; 331959, 3768166; 
331946, 3768100; 331922, 3768046; 
331888, 3768000; 331838, 3767954; 
331799, 3767931; 331759, 3767915; 
331719, 3767905; 331677, 3767901; 

331633, 3767903; 331591, 3767912; 
331542, 3767931; 331504, 3767954; 
331452, 3768000; 331411, 3768061; 
331353, 3768103; 331309, 3768156; 
331274, 3768232; 331263, 3768305; 
331265, 3768351; 331272, 3768389; 
331301, 3768458; 331255, 3768501; 
331221, 3768547; 331198, 3768599; 
returning to 331185, 3768655. 

(ii) Note: Unit 3 (Map 3 for Astragalus 
brauntonii) follows: 
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(9) Unit 4 for Astragalus brauntonii: 
Pacific Palisades Unit, Los Angeles 
County, California. 

(i) Unit 4: From USGS 1:24,000 scale 
quadrangle Topanga. Land bounded by 
the following UTM zone 11, NAD83 
coordinates (E, N): 355707, 3772295; 
355707, 3772369; 355733, 3772467; 
355774, 3772545; 355824, 3772609; 
355871, 3772707; 355937, 3772804; 
356000, 3772868; 356030, 3772891; 
356142, 3772948; 356215, 3772962; 
356318, 3772958; 356373, 3772949; 
356454, 3772921; 356508, 3772891; 
356613, 3772818; 356651, 3772777; 
356687, 3772716; 356782, 3772664; 
356801, 3772649; 356910, 3772595; 
357152, 3772547; 357212, 3772558; 
357361, 3772565; 357479, 3772557; 
357532, 3772541; 357596, 3772508; 
357639, 3772473; 357679, 3772428; 

357708, 3772381; 357732, 3772311; 
357764, 3772063; 357762, 3772007; 
357751, 3771955; 357779, 3771909; 
357800, 3771861; 357828, 3771720; 
357831, 3771654; 357816, 3771572; 
358249, 3771162; 358310, 3771152; 
358358, 3771135; 358420, 3771102; 
358460, 3771071; 358519, 3771005; 
358559, 3770927; 358573, 3770879; 
358581, 3770827; 358582, 3770775; 
358571, 3770706; 358554, 3770658; 
358521, 3770596; 358477, 3770542; 
358439, 3770508; 358379, 3770472; 
358332, 3770452; 358282, 3770440; 
358235, 3770434; 358176, 3770436; 
358125, 3770446; 358077, 3770462; 
358015, 3770495; 357975, 3770526; 
357939, 3770563; 357891, 3770637; 
357862, 3770718; 357854, 3770771; 
357853, 3770817; 357544, 3771137; 
357417, 3771216; 357337, 3771239; 

357284, 3771268; 357300, 3771301; 
357591, 3771565; 357405, 3772067; 
357349, 3772049; 357156, 3772046; 
357117, 3772046; 357055, 3772037; 
356986, 3772275; 356772, 3772203; 
356631, 3772270; 356516, 3772291; 
356445, 3772271; 356455, 3772138; 
356450, 3772044; 356441, 3771989; 
356407, 3771903; 356383, 3771858; 
356345, 3771904; 356275, 3771953; 
356181, 3772007; 356092, 3772042; 
356068, 3772088; 356078, 3772228; 
356061, 3772271; 355979, 3772303; 
355961, 3772306; 355929, 3772303; 
355911, 3772295; 355883, 3772262; 
355849, 3772233; 355792, 3772204; 
355735, 3772187; 355723, 3772218; 
returning to 355707, 3772295. 

(ii) Note: Unit 4 (Map 4 for Astragalus 
brauntonii) follows: 
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(10) Unit 5 for Astragalus brauntonii: 
Monrovia Unit, Los Angeles County, 
California. 

(i) Unit 5: From USGS 1:24,000 scale 
quadrangle Azusa and Mount Wilson. 
Land bounded by the following UTM 
zone 11, NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 
405974, 3781576; 405979, 3781650; 
405995, 3781703; 406022, 3781753; 
406076, 3781819; 406120, 3781855; 
406169, 3781881; 406204, 3781893; 
406262, 3781902; 406287, 3781909; 
406341, 3781880; 406556, 3781863; 

406865, 3781863; 407128, 3781894; 
407227, 3781943; 407278, 3781950; 
407327, 3781948; 407390, 3781979; 
407480, 3782002; 407536, 3782004; 
407591, 3781995; 407643, 3781975; 
407716, 3781930; 407757, 3781892; 
407790, 3781845; 407847, 3781789; 
407877, 3781742; 407900, 3781675; 
407910, 3781613; 407905, 3781538; 
407889, 3781485; 407858, 3781425; 
407788, 3781337; 407734, 3781284; 
407670, 3781247; 407605, 3781228; 
407533, 3781222; 407466, 3781231; 

407393, 3781212; 407319, 3781212; 
407234, 3781235; 407173, 3781271; 
407131, 3781265; 407075, 3781267; 
406986, 3781289; 406937, 3781316; 
406891, 3781351; 406858, 3781385; 
406830, 3781398; 406785, 3781386; 
406355, 3781261; 406281, 3781256; 
406208, 3781270; 406109, 3781318; 
406066, 3781353; 406041, 3781381; 
406004, 3781446; 405989, 3781494; 
returning to 405974, 3781576. 

(ii) Note: Unit 5 (Map 5 for Astragalus 
brauntonii) follows: 
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(11) Unit 6 for Astragalus brauntonii, 
Coal Canyon Unit, Orange County, 
California. 

(i) Unit 6: From USGS 1:24,000 scale 
quadrangle Black Star Canyon. Land 
bounded by the following UTM zone 11, 
NAD83 coordinates (E, N): 435146, 
3745336; 435148, 3745392; 435158, 
3745441; 435178, 3745493; 435205, 
3745541; 435241, 3745585; 435284, 
3745620; 435343, 3745652; 435397, 
3745668; 435464, 3745673; 435516, 
3745669; 435536, 3745742; 435562, 
3745791; 435608, 3745847; 435636, 
3745872; 435675, 3745897; 435680, 
3746003; 435692, 3746057; 435725, 
3746124; 435780, 3746189; 435831, 
3746385; 435841, 3746513; 435753, 
3746808; 435709, 3746866; 435676, 
3746949; 435666, 3747018; 435672, 
3747092; 435696, 3747163; 435725, 
3747210; 435782, 3747268; 435828, 
3747301; 435879, 3747324; 435964, 
3747349; 436020, 3747355; 436095, 
3747350; 436066, 3747408; 436054, 

3747444; 436047, 3747480; 436044, 
3747530; 436050, 3747639; 436070, 
3747711; 436107, 3747776; 436164, 
3747831; 436126, 3747871; 436096, 
3747919; 436076, 3747973; 436067, 
3748023; 436069, 3748086; 436081, 
3748141; 436105, 3748193; 436131, 
3748231; 436428, 3748073; 436642, 
3748002; 436631, 3747955; 436616, 
3747919; 436593, 3747881; 436564, 
3747846; 436645, 3747774; 436678, 
3747729; 436703, 3747670; 436763, 
3747625; 436798, 3747585; 436819, 
3747554; 436842, 3747504; 436852, 
3747464; 436859, 3747415; 436857, 
3747352; 436880, 3747282; 436885, 
3747245; 436884, 3747198; 436935, 
3747153; 436986, 3747079; 437002, 
3747040; 437019, 3746976; 437030, 
3746895; 437023, 3746802; 437002, 
3746738; 436963, 3746670; 436928, 
3746629; 436902, 3746606; 436910, 
3746001; 436959, 3745945; 437001, 
3745869; 437017, 3745816; 437028, 
3745730; 437028, 3745655; 437019, 

3745600; 437001, 3745551; 436962, 
3745475; 436939, 3745446; 436884, 
3745392; 436831, 3745352; 436727, 
3745306; 436691, 3745296; 436636, 
3745291; 436562, 3745301; 436490, 
3745331; 436443, 3745324; 436384, 
3745323; 436311, 3745338; 436260, 
3745361; 436220, 3745387; 436191, 
3745409; 436154, 3745449; 436118, 
3745474; 436097, 3745436; 436055, 
3745385; 436012, 3745350; 435956, 
3745321; 435966, 3745236; 435959, 
3745173; 435940, 3745105; 435903, 
3745041; 435864, 3745000; 435827, 
3744971; 435778, 3744945; 435724, 
3744929; 435626, 3744922; 435544, 
3744938; 435468, 3744975; 435425, 
3745011; 435396, 3745044; 435336, 
3745064; 435286, 3745090; 435247, 
3745121; 435209, 3745162; 435180, 
3745209; 435165, 3745244; returning to 
435146, 3745336. 

(ii) Note: Unit 6 (Map 6 for Astragalus 
brauntonii) follows: 
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SUMMARY 
 
Two western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) protocol surveys were conducted at the Triangle 
Ranch development site along Medea creek in Los Angeles County adjacent to the city of 
Agoura Hills, California.  Surveys were conducted during May and June of 2007 by a qualified 
biologist, familiar with the behavior and habitat requirements of the western pond turtle.  The 
surveys were positive for the species.  Three pond turtles were detected within the boundaries 
of the property. 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Triangle Ranch development site encompasses approximately 320.3 acres located within 
the County of Los Angeles, California (Figure 1).  The project site is situated one quarter of a 
mile south of Highway 101 along Kanan Road.  The property is bounded on the west by Kanan 
Road, on the east by Cornell Road.  The habitat surveyed within the property boundary consists 
of 500 meters (m) of Medea Creek, a drainage classified as urbanized (greater than 8% of the 
watershed developed) by Riley et al. in their 2005 paper on the effects of urbanization on the 
distribution and abundance of invasive species in southern California streams.  As a point of 
reference, within the report, Medea Creek is listed as being 37% developed. 
 
Sage Community Group is proposing development of the site.  The project design would 
develop a total of 61 single-family homes on the 320.3-acre project site.  The grading footprint 
for the proposed development (including all the roads and driveways, building sites, 
manufactured slopes, drainage improvements and utilities) would occupy an area of 
approximately 27.39 acres, or 8.6% of the total site area.  There would be an additional 23.22 
acres of disturbance (including 1.32 offsite acres) due to Fire Department fuel modification 
requirements, the overall disturbance area would be approximately 50.61 acres, or 15.8% of 
the total site area. 
 
Two western pond turtle surveys were conducted in 2007 to determine presence/absence of 
this species within the project area in order to assess potential impacts to this species. 
 
1.1 Western Pond Turtle 
 
The western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) is a California Special Concern Species (CDFG 
2007a).  Its known geographic range includes northern Baja California, coastal California, 
Oregon, and southern Washington.  The western pond turtle occurs from sea level to about 
6,696 feet (ft), but mostly below 4,980 ft (Stebbins, 2003). 
 
This moderately-sized turtle is the only turtle native to coastal southern California.  Shell 
coloration ranges from olive to dark brown with a striated pattern visible in young individuals.  
The head and legs are often beige with dark spots or mottling.  Males and females can be 
distinguished by the position of the vent with relation to the posterior edge of the carapace.  In 
the male the vent will fall posterior to the edge of the carapace while in females it will be 
anterior or on the edge of the carapace.  Males will often have a slightly concave plastron and 
may also have longer claws on the front feet in relation to females. 
 
In southern California, pond turtles reach sexual maturity at lengths of 100 millimeters (mm) 
carapace length and 4-6 years of age (Holland, 1992).  Eggs are laid in excavated nests in 
adjacent upland habitat up to 500 m from the stream (Goodman, 1997). 
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Strongly tied to aquatic habitat, pond turtles are known to inhabit ponds, lakes, marshes, rivers, 
streams and irrigation ditches.  They are considered generalists and prey on a variety of aquatic 
invertebrates including crayfish, small fish, insects, carrion, frogs and their larvae as well as 
aquatic plants (Stebbins, 2003).  They will use upland habitat for migratory or breeding 
purposes, however their exact relationship and usage patterns in the adjacent upland remain 
poorly understood (Goodman, 1997). 
 
This species is threatened by direct loss of riparian habitat to development as well as indirect 
effects of urbanization on aquatic habitat (Jennings and Hayes, 1994).  These indirect effects 
include; competition with exotic turtle species where present, changes in flow regimes favoring 
exotic fish species, impacts from disease carried on exotic animal vectors, predation by 
domestic animals, and general habitat degradation within urban settings due to anthropogenic 
influences (Madden-Smith et al. 2005). 
 
2.0 METHODS 
 
2.1 Western Pond Turtle Surveys 
 
Two western pond turtle surveys were conducted during the activity period for turtles in 
accordance with the USGS draft western pond turtle survey protocol (USGS, 2006).  All surveys 
were conducted by a state permitted biologist.  Following a visual survey of the entire survey 
area, baited traps were deployed into suitable habitat and checked daily for 3 days during each 
survey.  All wildlife species encountered during the surveys were recorded.  Field notes are 
included in Appendix A. 
 
2.2 Trap Types 
 
Two types of turtle traps were employed for this survey.  Both are hoop style traps with mesh 
sizes between 3/8 and 1 inch (in).  The first trap type consisted of a 3-hoop trap with a length 
of 1 m, a diameter of 0.75 m, and one fingered funnel mouth.  The second trap type consisted 
of a 4-hoop trap with a length of 1.25 m, a diameter of 0.5 m, and two successive slit funnel 
mouths.  A total of 6 traps were used, 2 of which were the first type and 4 of which were the 
second type.  Previous work has shown little difference in efficacy between the two trap types 
(M. Madden-Smith, pers.com) and in this study they were deployed into different habitats based 
on depth. 
 
2.3 Trap Deployment 
 
Traps were deployed in areas that appeared suitable for use by pond turtles.  These were areas 
of slow moving water with adjacent basking sites and/or the presence of refugia in the form of 
deep water (greater than 1 m) or undercut banks.  Traps were baited with cans of sardines in 
oil, which have been shown to be effective in attracting turtles to traps (Madden-Smith et al. 
2005).  Bait was replaced every second day, and this resulted in bait being refreshed once each 
sample period.  Some but not all trap locations were changed between sample periods.  This 
was done in an effort to sample the entire reach in addition to sampling optimal habitat with 
repeated efforts.  Trap locations listed in Table 1 were recorded using a handheld GPS unit and 
are indicated in Figure 2. 
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Table 1.  GPS coordinates of trapping locations 

Flag Number Trap Number Sample Period Latitude Longitude 
1 Trap #1 May 34.13635 -118.7575 
2 Trap #2 May 34.13653 -118.75746 
3 Trap #3 May 34.13693 -118.75712 
4 Trap #4 May 34.13729 -118.75685 
5 Trap #5 May 34.13757 -118.75695 
6 Trap #6 May 34.13789 -118.75735 
7 Trap #1 June 34.13686 -118.75724 
8 Trap #2 June 34.13691 -118.75712 
9 Trap #3 June 34.13752 -118.75695 
10 Trap #4 June 34.13925 -118.75923 
11 Trap #5 June 34.13943 -118.75983 
12 Trap #6 June 34.13943 -118.76007 

 
 

2.4 Sample Period 
 
Traps were deployed on Monday, May 14, 2007 and checked once each day until they were 
retrieved on Thursday, May 17.  Traps were then redeployed on Monday, June 11, 2007 and 
checked each day until they were retrieved on Thursday, June 14.  Traps fished for 3 full days 
(72 hours) during each sampling period, which is the time period recommended by the USGS 
protocol (USGS. 2006). 
 
2.5 Data Collection 
 
All turtles captured during this effort were photographed, sexed, measured and then promptly 
released at the point of capture (Figure 3).  Photographs consisted of carapace, plastron, and 
head and are included in Appendix B.  Sex was determined by observing the location of the 
vent with relation to the carapace margin.  The vent on males is usually at or posterior to the 
edge of the carapace while the vent on females is usually anterior to the edge of the carapace.  
Measurements consisted of carapace length, carapace width, carapace height, and plastron 
length.  In addition, water temperature and weather conditions were recorded during each field 
visit. 
 
All other animal species encountered during surveys were recorded at the time of observation, 
including incidental captures in the turtle traps.  All other animal species captured in the turtle 
traps were promptly released at the point of capture.  Invasive exotic plant species were also 
recorded when encountered. 
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3.0 RESULTS 
 
3.1 Western Pond Turtle 
 
The western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) was detected within the boundaries of the Triangle 
Ranch development area.  A total of 3 western pond turtles were recorded during the sample 
period, all of which were captured in deployed turtle traps.  During the first sample period  
(May 14-17) a single adult male was captured in trap 3.  During the second sample period 
(June 11-14) an adult male was captured in trap 9 and a juvenile female was captured in trap 
12.  All animals appeared healthy with no evidence of disease or physical trauma and were 
released safely at the point of capture after being processed.  No other turtle species were 
detected within the survey area. 
 
3.2 Other Aquatic Animal Species 
 
During these surveys for western pond turtles, several other aquatic animal species were 
observed and recorded (Table 2).  They included black bullhead, green sunfish, inland 
silverside, largemouth bass, mosquitofish, and red swamp crayfish.  No native fishes were 
detected within the survey area.  Fishes were observed primarily through visual encounters, but 
several large adult black bullhead as well as numerous green sunfish were collected in deployed 
turtle traps.  These animals were also immediately released at the point of capture. 
 

Table 2.  Aquatic Species Detected During Trapping Efforts 
 

Common Name Scientific Name Status 

Black Bullhead Ameiurus melas Exotic 

Green Sunfish Lepomis cyanellus Exotic 

Inland Silverside Menidia beryllina Exotic 

Largemouth Bass Micropterus salmoides Exotic 

Mosquitofish Gambusia affinis Exotic 

Red Swamp Crayfish Procambarus clarkia Exotic 

 
3.3 Exotic Plant Species 
 
During the surveys, the presence of any exotic plant species were recorded (Table 3).  The 
following exotic plant species were observed within the boundaries of the Triangle Ranch 
development area; oleander, Mexican fan palm, tree of heaven, and star thistle.  This is by no 
means an exhaustive inventory of the site. 
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Table 3.  Exotic Plant Species Detected During Trapping Efforts 
 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Oleander Nerium oleander 

Mexican Fan Palm Washingtonia robusta 

Tree of Heaven Ailanthus altissima 

Star Thistle Centaurea solstitialis 

 
4.0 CONCLUSION 
 
It was determined that western pond turtles were present within the boundaries of the project 
site.  Of the three animals captured during trapping efforts, two were adult males and one was 
a juvenile female.  The presence of juvenile animals is significant because it indicates local 
reproduction is occurring.  It would be difficult to say conclusively that reproduction is taking 
place within the boundaries of the property, but the presence of the juvenile female would 
indicate that pond turtles are able to successfully reproduce in the vicinity. 
 
4.1 Current Effects of Urbanization on Medea Creek 
 
Signs of anthropogenic habitat degradation were present throughout the site.  Sources of 
disturbance included trash, human recreational activity, unseasonably high water flows from 
urban runoff, and the presence of exotic fish, invertebrate, and plant species.  Trash was 
present in a variety of forms, mostly as flotsam washed downstream during normal and storm 
flows.  This type of trash consisted of bottles, cans, Styrofoam, plastic children’s toys, foil, and 
paper packaging.  Bottles and cans were also present as direct discards from passing 
automobiles along both of the adjacent surface streets.  A third source of trash on site was 
illegal dumping of construction and green waste.  During surveys, two such events were 
observed. 
 
Signs of human recreational activity within the drainage ranged from well defined trails within 
the riparian area to monofilament and discarded fishing lures to direct deposition of human 
waste on the stream bank.  During the survey period, most of the 500 m survey reach of Medea 
Creek was either pool or run habitat (~80%) with the remainder being riffle.  Most pools were 
one meter or greater in depth.  In comparison with other, less urbanized streams in the area, 
Medea Creek will most likely stay wetted year round.  This is due to increased water inputs from 
irrigation and other urban uses as well as increased runoff from impervious surfaces (Riley et al. 
2005). 
 
This artificially enhanced hydroperiod alters habitat favorably for exotic fish and invertebrates.  
Of the exotic fish species encountered, both black bullhead and largemouth bass possess mouth 
gapes large enough to take hatchling turtles.  However, there is currently no evidence linking 
these fish species with declines in pond turtle populations and their effect on the resident 
population is unknown.  Likewise the effects of exotic plant species detected within the survey 
area on pond turtles are unknown. 
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4.2 Habitat Availability and Suitability within the Project Site 
 
Based on visual surveys conducted before and during trapping efforts, there appears to be good 
habitat for pond turtles within the project boundaries.  Within the context of this report, good 
habitat is defined as pools deeper than one meter and possessing suitable basking structures.  
This pool habitat is present throughout the wetted portion of Medea Creek that passes through 
the project boundaries. 
 
The proposed development of the property limits total direct and indirect impacts to less than 
16% of the project site.  All direct impacts to Medea Creek have been avoided.  The proposed 
enclave west of Medea Creek is separated from the creek both horizontally and vertically.  The 
fuel modification zone does intersect with portions of Medea Creek.  However, the preliminary 
Fuel Modification Plan largely limits activities in this zone to deadwood and debris removal.  
Some cutback of native sage species would also occur. 
 
The design of the project retains Medea Creek and most of the slopes adjacent to the creek, 
even the fuel modification zone, within designated conservation open space.  The conservation 
open space will be managed in perpetuity.  Such management would provide ongoing 
monitoring of the property, management of the fuel load, control of exotic species, prevent 
trespass, provide for litter/debris removal, etc.  In addition, mitigation measures have been 
provided to reduce the use of fertilizers and pesticides within the project site and to prevent 
light intruding into the conservation area.  The project also includes best management practices 
to maintain existing run-off volumes and control the discharge of pollutants.  Based on the 
measures already included in the proposed project that would protect the pond turtles and 
improve the existing habitat, no additional measures are recommended. 
 



5.0 CERTIFICATION 
 
I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the 
data and information required for this biological survey, and that the facts, statements, and 
information presented herein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
 
 
 
 
 
SIGNED:_______________________________ DATED:__________________________ 
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 Photo B-1.  Plastron view of adult male pond turtle captured in trap #3. 
 
 

 
Appendix B - Photo Figure 1

Triangle Ranch Site Photographs 

Photo B-2.  Carapace view of adult male pond turtle captured in trap #3. 
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 Photo B-3.  Frontal view of adult male pond turtle captured in trap #3. 
 
 

 
Appendix B - Photo Figure 2 

Triangle Ranch Site Photographs 

Photo B-4.  View of vent position on adult male pond turtle captured in trap #3. 
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 Photo B-5.  Plastron view of adult male pond turtle captured in trap #9. 
 
 

 
Appendix B - Photo Figure 3 

Triangle Ranch Site Photographs 

Photo B-6.  Carapace view of adult male pond turtle captured in trap #9. 
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Photo B-7.  Frontal view of adult male pond turtle captured in trap #9. 

 
Appendix B - Photo Figure 4 

Triangle Ranch Site Photographs 

Photo B-8.  View of vent position on adult male pond turtle captured in trap #9. 
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Photo B-9.  Plastron view of juvenile female pond turtle captured in trap #12.

Photo B-10.  Carapace view of juvenile female pond turtle captured in trap #12.

Appendix B - Photo Figure 5 

Triangle Ranch Site Photographs  
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Photo B-11.  View of vent position on juvenile female pond turtle captured in 
trap #12. 
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Triangle Ranch Site Photographs  
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The following letters were received during the first public 
comment period, which extended from March 27, 2005 to 

May 11, 2005 
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California Native Plant Society
Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mountains Chapter

3908 Mandeville Canyon Road
Los Angeles, California 90049

June 21, 2005

Susan Tae, AICP, Principal Regional Planning Assistant
Land Divisions Section
Los Angeles County Regional Planning Department
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Triangle Ranch, County Project No. 97-178, Conditional Use Permit No. 97-178,
Oak Tree Permit No. 97-178, Vesting Tentative Tract Map 52419.

Dear Ms. Tae:

California N ative Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit State-wide organization with over 9700
members. The Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mountains Chapter has about 500 members and is one
of three CNPS Chapters in Los Angeles County. CNPS is dedicated to the preservation of
California's native flora through science, education and advocacy.

We have serious concerns over County Project No. 97-178, also known as Triangle Ranch. For
years we have monitored the natural resource values of Significant Ecological Areas. Most have
increased in resource value as Los Angeles has become increasingly urbanized. SEA No. 6 is no
exception.

SEA No. 6 represent a locally rare range extension of several plant species, most notably
California Juniper (Juniperus californica), Haplopappus linearifolius and Calochortus venustus.
The SEA also contains Federally listed species: the endangered Lyon's pentachaeta (Pentacaeta
lyonii) and the threatened Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia).

From staff and SEATAC reports it is evident that the project proponents are planning to
decimate these valuable resources to create a suburb in a rural area. In all the years since the
project was first proposed (I assume it was first proposed in 1997) the project proponents
apparently have ignored the planning advice of the County Regional Planners, the area's district
plan, the concerns of the neighbors and those of neighboring jurisdictions. According to recent
reports there has been loss of Lyon's pentachaeta habitat to disking and manure spreading as well
as at least one structure built on known Lyon's pentachaeta habitat. The Santa Monica Mountains
Dudleya habitat is threatened as well.

At their February 2, 2004 meeting SEATAC, which had been making recommendations and
comments on this project since January 5, 1998, made a list of comments and noted serious
concerns in eighteen different areas, twelve of which involved loss of listed or unusual native
plants and habitat. They noted many of these concerns had not been addressed previously.

When does the Regional Planning Commission say "Enough is enough"? If the staff and
SEATAC have concerns so severe that they suggest possibly illegal actions have been taken, if
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the project proponents are dilatory in responding to concerns and unwilling to design their
project to protect already threatened and endangered natural resources and to benefit the
surrounding communities, why should the Regional Planning Commission continue to give them 4 cont.
more time?

We support the staff's second suggested motion for the Regional Planning Commission on June
22, 2005, Agenda Item No. 6 a,b,c: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No 52419, CUP and Oak Tree
Permit No. 97-178-(3). In the June 22, 2005 Regional Planning Commission Cover Letter the
second staff motion reads: "I move that the Regional Planning Commission close the public
hearing, and indicate its intent to deny Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52419, and Conditional
Use Permit and Oak Tree Permits No. 97-178-(3)".

Please send all future communications on this project to:
Betsey Landis
CNPS
3908 Mandeville Canyon Road
Los Angeles, CA 90049.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Betsey Landis, President
Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mts. Chapter
California Native Plant Society
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The following letters were received during the second public 
comment period, which extended from October 31, 2005 to 

December 14, 2005 



Comment Letter No. 19

1

2

3

4



5

4
contd.

Comment Letter No. 19



 
County of Los Angeles  July 2007 

 
 

 
 

Triangle Ranch   Technical Appendices  
Final Environmental Impact Report  

 

 

 

Appendix I-3 

The following letters were received between the close of the 
second public comment period on December 14, 2005 and the 

close of the public hearings before the Regional Planning 
Commission on September 20, 2006 
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The following letters were received by the Board of 
Supervisors for the March 28, 2007 public hearing 
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Additional Letters 



The Cornell Preservation Organization 
P.O. Box 1875, Agoura hills, CA 91301 

Page 1 of 3 

May 25, 2007 

Ref: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52419 
Triangle Ranch 
Revision May 3, 2007 
Attn:  Christina Tran 

Honorable Supervisors; 

The Cornell Preservation Organization finds the most recent Triangle Ranch tentative tract map 
#52419 inadequate and in violation of not only Supervisor Yaroslavsky’s March 27 motion, but 
in violation of the North Area Plan. It is an inferior counterproposal to that submitted by our 
organization, failing to address the following points: 

Yaroslavsky condition #1)  

The proposal does not eliminate ALL retaining walls. It does reduce them, but the intent of 
retaining wall reduction was to decrease grading and require that building sites be compatible 
with existing hillsides. This proposal ignores the intent, and replaces retaining walls with 
manufactured slopes graded with culverts ranging up to 90 feet horizontal and up to 40 feet 
vertical. These cuts are in scenic view sheds which can be seen from Kanan and Cornell.  There is 
no indication of landscape treatment or mitigation of the horizontal tier appearance.  Furthermore, 
retaining walls are still remaining along the scenic corridor below Lady Face in the most 
southerly portion of Kanan of the development.  This was clearly pointed out in the motion to not 
be so. 

Yaroslavsky condition #2)  

Street E crosses and fills in a natural drainage and wildlife corridor with significant populations 
of oaks (including heritage oaks) and filling in a canyon, which is not compatible with the North 
Area Plan, because it is in violation of “letting the land dictate its use.” Hillside grading 
regulations clearly prohibit canyon filling. Further, there is a stand of Lyon’s pentachaeta and 
dudleya that will be either removed or impacted by the grading in this area.  This is clearly stated 
by Zev’s motion to not occur, in the new plan. 

Yaroslavsky condition #3)  

The current plan as submitted does not show any improvements to the plan’s impact on water 
quality in the Medea basin. We have previously addressed how this project as captured in the EIR 
is in violation of CEQA, and there is no proposed mitigation of TMDL’s created by the 
development on the creek. We do notice clarifiers installed at 2 storm drains. The issue is how 
clean are they filtering the pollutants, especially fertilizers, motor oils, and various household 
grey water. More such clarifiers are required: one south of Lots 16, 24 and 25 to handle their yard 
runoffs. Another is required to handle the runoffs onto Street E from Lots 46 thru 51. 

Yaroslavsky condition #4)  
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Currently proposed Street D building area between Kanan and Cornell roads has actually 
increased in size, forcing it closer to Medea Creek and causing fuel modification requirements to 
expand further into Medea’s riparian area. We recommend CPO’s proposal in this sensitive area. 
 
Brush clearing is required by the LACFD for at least 200 ft from any given structure. Brush 
clearing is a task that cannot be eliminated. Therefore, it is urgent that the footprint and the 
density of lots in the Medea site be decreased substantially so the prevailing slopes that are 
cleared will be as far away as possible from the creek, saving the riparian and the flood plain. 
 
Yaroslavsky condition #7)  
 
The developer has not provided a “binding” landscape design plan with landscape conditions, as 
requested by Supervisor Yaroslovsky.  At one time during discussions with the developer,CPO, 
and Supervisor Yaroslovsky’s office, the developer, at CPO’s urging, suggested that they hire 
Mia Lehrer, a noted local landscape architect.  She and her design team have strong experience 
working on difficult environmental sites.  The developer agreed to do this.  Why are we not 
seeing plans produced by Mia Lehrer?   Landscape plans are desperately needed to convey the 
design intent to the surrounding communities and mitigation elevations must be provided to 
minimize visual impacts to manufactured slopes, drainage culverts, debris basins, and elevated 
housing pads. Also, the plan shows no buffer to road view sheds along lots 35, 45, 44, 60, & 61 
which contradict the NAP’s requirement to reduced “urban” appearance. 
 
On the other hand, applicant did annotate landscape lots, landscape easements (of sorts,) open 
space lots, and debris basin lots. Perhaps applicant feels they have met the condition. 
Nevertheless, a more detailed and specific landscape information is crucial to the public at this 
stage. This is, after all, considered by those living here and those who visit, as the “Gateway to 
the Santa Monica Mountains”. 
 
 
Yaroslavsky condition #8)  
 
The natural topography of the area is not protected by the filling of a canyon and the destruction 
of an Oak grove at proposed Street E. Proposal shows the vertical fill to be greater than 30 feet 
from natural canyon bottom to pad level at lots #46, 47. This is incompatible with NAP 
guidelines and is counter to Zev stipulation #8 “to better maintain natural landforms.”   
Additionally we are dumbfounded to see the proposed 30 to 40 foot vertical manufactured slopes 
behind lots 55 through 58 in the SEA. Applicant’s treatment in this area is insensible, destroying 
the view shed of the SEA. Large graded slopes DO NOT protect the natural topography. Again, 
we see no landscape plan illustrating treatment and mitigation of these proposed manufactured 
slopes. We can only surmise there is no mitigation, leaving high swaths of exposed bedrock in 
place.  Furthermore, it has not been addressed how the applicant plans to “stockpile” created soil 
during the construction process. 
 
Yaroslavsky condition #9)  
 
There is no treatment illustrating proposed rural road standards. We humbly request typical 
treatment elevations for review. Also, the non-use of street lights must also be included to achieve 
the rural ambience. In addition, all yard lights shall be of low wattage and pointed downward so 
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they will not interfere with the drivers’ night vision, especially for those on Kanan Road. This is a 
safety issue as well as one that protects our night view shed. These are delineated in our Design 
Standard of May 6, 2006. 
 
Regarding proposed lots 60 and 61, we feel there is an ingress/egress safety issue. Driveways to 
these lots would be located on a Cornell Road hill dropping down into a wash, with significant 
line of sight reductions. Vehicle speed in this area is often high; it is a treacherous location, where 
resident’s driveways would only exacerbate the danger.  
 
Yaroslavsky condition #10)  
 
In order to assure that Medea Creek is maintained in its pristine state, its wide flood plain must be 
considered as part of the creek where the water normally flows. As such, the flood plain must also 
be protected against pollution, runoffs and debris from the adjacent proposed development. CPO 
does not believe the developer viewed Medea Creek in this manner since the fill slopes of Lots 36 
thru 42 are so close to the creek. This is in conflict with condition #10. 
 
It should also be noted that applicant has always portrayed Caleta Road as a continuation and 
“future” corridor through the Medea Creek riparian area, we believe, in an effort to make the area 
appear more urbanized. This could not be further from the truth. In actuality it only extends about 
1/8th of a mile south from Cornell Road, where it terminates. The un-graded road easement has 
been officially vacated and only exists as the riparian creek bed.  It should not be characterized 
otherwise. 
 
In closing, we agree that some of Zev’s requirements have been addressed by the applicant, but 
only a few. As we have itemized, there are numerous violations of the NAP still prominently on 
display. We expect them to be addressed in full and/or mitigated to bring this proposal in line 
with the NAP, protecting the SEA, protection of endangered species (including oak trees), and 
protection of the view shed. 
 
We maintain the CPO proposal is superior and profitable, building only in previously degraded 
rural areas. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Cornell Preservation Organization 
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The following are form letters received in favor of the 
proposed project 
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The following are form letters received in opposition to the 
proposed project 
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Speaker Card Comments Submitted to the Board of 
Supervisors for the March 27, 2007 Public Hearing 
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May 18, 2005 Planning Commission Public Hearing 
Transcript 
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1     Los Angeles, California, Wednesday, May 18, 2005

2                            -0-

3

4          CHAIRMAN REW:  We come now to Item Number 8.

5 There's been a lot of people that have entered the room

6 since we started.  Let me remind you, at the back of the

7 room are copies of today's agenda.  You may wish to pick

8 one up.  However, we only have remaining this last public

9 hearing, Item Number 8, but if you pick up the agenda, pay

10 particular attention to the bottom of page 3 where it does

11 explain our rules governing public hearings as far as time

12 limits and the order in which presentations will be made.

13          We're going to hear first a staff report.  Before

14 we do that, do any of the commissioners have any ex parte

15 communications that they have to disclose?

16          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Mr. Chairman.

17          CHAIRMAN REW:  Mr. Helsley.

18          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  In 2001 I had an

19 opportunity to walk the property, and in January,

20 February, that period of time, and since then I've had

21 little contact.  Other than this last Sunday, there was a

22 contact by members of the community in relation to how

23 they could make their presentation to the Commission, and

24 that discussion was that they would have six or eight

25 members to speak, but they would really like to have only
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1 two members speak.  So I forwarded that to the chairman so

2 that maybe we could have it so two members speak a longer

3 period of time rather than a short period of time.  And I

4 think that's got it.

5          CHAIRMAN REW:  Any other?

6          We're going to take a five-minute break.

7          (Brief recess was taken.)

8          CHAIRMAN REW:  We're back in session.  I know

9 that many of you came in after we swore in people that

10 wanted to speak at the two public hearings, so if you are

11 planning to speak on the public hearing that we will be

12 taking up next, Item Number 8, if you would please stand

13 and be sworn in.  Going to speak on public hearing, Number

14 8 on your agenda, or if you plan to yield your time to

15 someone else, would you please stand and be sworn in.  All

16 right.  Raise your right hand.

17          Do you and each of you swear or affirm under

18 penalty of perjury that the testimony you may give in the

19 matter now pending before this Commission shall be the

20 truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

21          SPEAKERS:  I do.

22          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you very much.  You may be

23 seated.  We'll hear first a staff report.

24          MS. TAE:  Good morning.  Agenda Item 8a, b, and c

25 is Project Number 97-178.  It's a proposal for a
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1 residential development of 81 single-family homes within

2 the Santa Monica Mountains north area.  The applicant

3 requests approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map Number

4 52419, Conditional Use Permit and Oak Tree Permit 97-178.

5 The property is located east and west of Kanan Road and

6 Cornell Road, south of the city of Agoura Hills in the 3rd

7 supervisorial district.  Vesting Tentative Tract Map

8 Number 52419 proposes to create 81 single-family lots,

9 five natural open space lots, nine landscape, one private

10 street, and one desilting basin lot on the approximately

11 320 gross acres.

12          A CUP is required from hillside management,

13 density-controlled development, residential planned

14 development, development within a significant ecological

15 area, and for on-site grading.  An oak tree permit is also

16 required for the removal of 18 oak trees including two

17 heritage oaks and encroachment into the protected zone of

18 17 oak trees including five heritage oaks.

19          The subject property is irregular in shape and is

20 comprised of four legal lots.  Approximately 57 percent of

21 the property has slopes greater than 25 percent, and

22 approximately ten acres have been disturbed by previous

23 activities on the property, including canyon fills and

24 storage of grading equipment.  Sensitive habitat exists on

25 the subject property including the endangered lyons
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1 pentachaeta and the threatened Santa Monica mountains

2 dudleya.

3          Blue-line streams and numerous tributaries also

4 exist on the property as well as Medea Creek.  A portion

5 of the property east of Cornell Road -- I'm sorry -- the

6 eastern portion of the property east of Cornell Road is

7 also entirely within the Las Virgenes significant

8 ecological area.  The western portions make up the lower

9 slope of Ladyface Mountain, and Kanan Dune Road is

10 identified in the North Area Plan as a significant scenic

11 route.  Access is provided by Kanan Road, a major highway,

12 and Cornell Road, a secondary highway.  The 101 Ventura

13 freeway is approximately a quarter mile north of the site.

14 The property is currently zoned RPD-2 0.5U and RPD-5 0.2U,

15 residential planned development with two- and five-acre

16 minimum lot areas.

17          A portion of the property is also zoned A-1 5

18 light agricultural.  Surrounding zoning is the city of

19 Agoura Hills to the north and east, light agricultural and

20 open space to the south, and light agricultural in the

21 city of Agoura Hills to the west.  The site is currently

22 vacant, and surrounding uses are single-family residences

23 with a water tank to the north and vacant property to the

24 southeast and west.

25          The property is depicted within the mountain
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1 lands two and mountain lands five categories of the Santa

2 Monica Mountains North Area Plan, with requirements for

3 one dwelling unit per two and five acres' density.  The

4 North Area Plan describes that the land-use categories

5 together with hillside management policy determine the

6 maximum density calculation for the property.  If the

7 property was entirely flat, the theoretical maximum would

8 yield 8 -- 108 units on the property.  However, based on

9 the required slope analysis of the existing topography

10 provided, a maximum of 81 dwelling units is calculated.

11          The North Area Plan was an outgrowth of a

12 regional planning effort for the Ventura freeway corridor

13 area, included the cities of Hidden Hills, Calabasas,

14 Agoura Hills, and Westlake Village as well as the Las

15 Virgenes Municipal Water District, school district,

16 national park service, as well as the county.  This plan

17 was adopted in 2000 after numerous public hearings and

18 established goals and policies for the unique resources of

19 the Santa Monica Mountains.  These goals and policies

20 include preservation of the natural resources, orderly

21 development, and appropriate developments designed to

22 preserve and enhance scenic beauty and be compatible to

23 existing communities.  At this time, staff would like to

24 focus on the map to further describe the project.

25          The tentative map depicts 81 single-family lots
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1 on approximately 320 gross acres.  The lots are clustered

2 into three main areas:  West of Cornell -- west of Kanan

3 Road -- excuse me -- between Kanan Road and Cornell Road

4 and east of Cornell Road.  Overall project rating is

5 approximately 497 cubic yards of cut and 427 yards --

6 cubic yards of fill to be balanced on-site over the entire

7 property.  Forty-four lots are proposed west of Kanan,

8 with internal streets A, B, and C.  Retaining walls range

9 from 5 feet to 20 feet over this area, and the desilting

10 basin lot is also shown within the site of the property.

11 Approximately 38 percent of the project open space is

12 located within this west portion.  Ten lots are proposed

13 between Kanan Road and Cornell Road with internal street

14 D.  Streets A, B, C, and D are required by the county to

15 provide full curb, gutter, and sidewalks.  The applicant

16 is requesting a rural cross-section or the inverted

17 shoulder design for these streets.

18          Medea Creek is also located on the eastern edge

19 of this property, and a 12-foot trail easement is also

20 shown for the Zuma Ridge Trail along Medea Creek.  Seven

21 percent of the project open space is within this center

22 area.  East of Cornell Road is shown 27 proposed lots.

23 This is proposed to be a gated development, and the

24 streets will be privately maintained and owned by the

25 homeowners.  The streets will also be improved to the
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1 rural cross-section or the inverted shoulder design.

2 Retaining walls range to a maximum 28 feet in height, and

3 Street E is shown to the full extent at approximately 1200

4 square feet -- excuse me -- 1200 feet, which is longer

5 than the maximum 1,000 feet permitted by Title 21 of the

6 County Code.  This area comprises 55 percent of the

7 project's open space, and this property east of Cornell

8 Road is also within the Las Virgenes ecological area.

9 Significant resources include the endangered lyons

10 pentachaeta and the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya exist

11 in this general location of the property, as well as in

12 small populations here and approximately here.  Weed

13 abatement by the applicant was performed in this general

14 area, as was described in the staff report.  The eastern

15 portion -- excuse me -- sorry.

16          The project is located within the Santa Monica

17 Mountains North Area CSD and is subject to all of the

18 applicable provisions including grading and ridgeline

19 protection.  The North Area grading CUP is required for

20 this property, and if you can bring your attention to this

21 map, significant ridgelines do exist on the property at

22 these approximate locations.  However, the development

23 does not propose to impact those significant ridgelines.

24          A CUP and oak tree permit was approved for a

25 solid-fill project in 1987 in this general location.
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1 Three oak trees were removed as part of that project.

2 Approximately ten acres of this area have been disturbed,

3 and the Draft EIR identifies other fills ranging from

4 8 feet to approximately 30-plus feet deep.

5          As I have indicated earlier, a CUP has been filed

6 for the project, and the applicant's burdens of proof have

7 been provided.  An oak tree permit has been filed for the

8 removal of 17 -- removal of 18 oak trees and encroachment

9 into 17 oaks.  The forester recommends mitigation at the

10 rate of two to one for oak trees and ten to one for

11 heritage oaks, totaling 52 mitigation trees to be

12 required.

13          A Draft EIR has been prepared for the project and

14 concludes that most potentially significant impacts are

15 less than significant with project mitigation.  However,

16 the Draft EIR concludes that visual and biological impacts

17 cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels.  The

18 EIR also discusses five project alternatives, and

19 Alternative 4 best addresses the concerns of the

20 Significant Ecological Area Technical Advisory Committee,

21 also known as SEATAC, as well as the RP staff.  This

22 Alternative 4 was also identified as the environmentally

23 superior alternative.

24          Additional comments received on the Draft EIR

25 were distributed to you this morning, and all comments
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1 received until the close of the public hearing will be

2 included to the Final EIR.  All public hearing

3 requirements have been met by the project with a minor

4 correction to the staff report.  Notices were mailed to

5 the neighbors in March of 2000.  The applicant also

6 presented the project to the Ventura Freeway Corridor

7 Policy Committee comprised of the neighboring

8 jurisdictions already described.

9          Staff was recently made aware that a zoning

10 violation case is currently open on the property.  A

11 representative has been working with county zoning

12 enforcement staff to resolve the main violation issues

13 including storage of firewood, and compliance is required

14 by the end of May.  We do have staff from our enforcement

15 section here, should the commission have any specific

16 questions regarding the nature of the violation.

17          As currently designed, staff feels that the

18 project does not meet many of the goals and policies of

19 the North Area Plan for sensitive, compatible design.

20 While the project is clustered, it directly impacts

21 endangered and threatened species and does not incorporate

22 well enough design features such as smaller pads and

23 contoured grading.  The project also does not meet the

24 burdens of proof required for hillside management, SEA,

25 and north area grading CUPs.  Alternative 4 of the EIR
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1 eliminates all impacts for endangered and threatened

2 species and reduces grading by approximately 23 and

3 64 percent cut and fill.  This design addresses the

4 concerns raised by SEATAC and the RP staff and is again

5 identified as the environmentally superior alternative.

6          Therefore, staff recommends that the public

7 hearing be continued so that the applicant may redesign to

8 what is shown as Alternative 4 in the Draft EIR.  The

9 applicant should then come back to the commission for

10 further review of the project.

11          If there are no further questions, that concludes

12 staff's presentation.

13          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you very much.  Any

14 questions of staff?  Mr. Helsley.

15          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Mr. Chairman, I would

16 compliment staff on a thorough review of the project.  I

17 was impressed with the reading of it and the presentation

18 that was made, and I think that maybe one of the places --

19 one thing that you missed in drawing our attention to was

20 there are 70-foot or greater graded slopes that will be

21 exposed, which is also an environmental impact, a major

22 concern.

23          MS. TAE:  That is correct.  Thank you.

24          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Thank you.

25          CHAIRMAN REW:  Further questions?  All right.
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1 Thank you very much.

2          We're going to enter the public testimony

3 portion, and I know there have been some people that have

4 come in again since the last time when we swore others in,

5 and I realize that there are traffic problems and parking

6 problems.  So if any of you in the audience are planning

7 to give testimony at this public hearing that have not

8 been sworn in already, would you please stand and be sworn

9 in.  You have not been sworn in already.  If you would

10 raise your right hand --

11          Do you and each of you swear or affirm under

12 penalty of perjury that the testimony you may give in the

13 matter now pending before this Commission shall be the

14 truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

15          SPEAKERS:  I do.

16          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you very much.  You may be

17 seated.  And I'll repeat again, if you came in late, at

18 the back of the room are copies of today's agenda.  There

19 is no need to pick one up because this is the final item

20 on our agenda that has to do with public hearing.

21 However, you may wish to pick one up because at the bottom

22 of page 3, it explains the rules regarding public

23 hearings, your testimony, the order in which we will take

24 testimony, and the time limits that are going to be

25 imposed.
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1          We'll first hear from the applicant.  The

2 applicant, their representatives, will be given a total of

3 15 minutes to make a presentation.  Following their

4 presentation, we will take testimony from those in the

5 audience that are in favor of this project.  That

6 testimony -- that individual testimony will be limited to

7 three minutes.

8          Following those people that wish -- that have

9 spoken in favor, we will take testimony from those in

10 opposition or that have concerns regarding this project.

11 Following their testimony, the applicant will be given a

12 ten-minute rebuttal period, and there will be no further

13 rebuttal period from those that were in opposition.  There

14 may be groups in the audience represented by individuals

15 or officers, and some people may wish to yield their time

16 to them, and we'll consider that when the time arrives.

17          First, will the applicant please come forward --

18 the applicant and their representatives.  One of you may

19 begin, and the other can be signing in.  And when the

20 first person to speak is finished, make sure you also sign

21 in, and if there are others that are going to be making

22 presentations from your group, then if you would, when you

23 finish, if you would vacate the seat so that they can come

24 and take your place.

25          Yes, sir, your name and address.
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1          MR. SMITH:  Thank you.  It's Robert Smith, Sage

2 Community Group, 3 Corporate Plaza, Newport Beach,

3 California.  I represent the applicant, and it's also

4 Mr. Whizin, Bruce Whizin, and a number of co-owners of the

5 property, and Vance Moran, who has been out in Agoura

6 Hills and in the community for a number of years.  I've

7 also brought a number of technical consultants with me

8 that will be available to answer technical questions.  And

9 to my right is Chuck Moore who will handle our technical

10 part of our presentation.  What I really wanted to do is

11 just give you a little history about why we're here.  I'd

12 like to also thank the staff.  We've done a lot of work

13 with the staff.  We're been a lot of years getting to

14 where we are.

15          I actually first met Vance and Bruce in the early

16 '90s, and they were thinking about developing this

17 property.  They've owned this property, I believe, for

18 over 50 years, and they have always cooperated with

19 development, and they have never really started the

20 development in process themselves.  They were initially --

21 in the early '90s -- were going to try and just kind of

22 develop it on their own, and they really quickly realized

23 that the amount of studies and the technical reports would

24 really outstrip their available resources, and so they

25 really called me back in, in the late '90s.  And we
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1 actually filed the original map in '97, so we've been

2 eight years to getting to today.  So no matter what

3 happens today, I'm grateful at least we're here, and we're

4 finally in the process.  So that is something that we're

5 actually thankful for because it's taken us a long time to

6 get here.

7          If you look at the aerial map behind you, you can

8 see that the property we're talking about is really

9 between the 101 and the development behind us.  And what's

10 really happened is the Whizin group has really sat here,

11 and I think, kind of watched development pass them by.

12 And they have now come back to try to get in their turn,

13 and they've asked me, you know, what was my advice?  And

14 at that time as you heard earlier, you were going through

15 the Ventura Corridor Plan, and so what we really did as a

16 strategy is we said, "Well, let's try to work with the

17 overall regional group, and let's come in with something

18 that makes sense."  And that was the strategy of both Sage

19 and the property owners.

20          And that morfed into the North Area Plan, and so

21 we really tried to work along with what the plan was going

22 to allow on the property.  And as you heard, the plan,

23 after years of hearings, put R-2 on the Kanan side and the

24 R-5 on the Cornell side, and that entitled the property to

25 a hundred and eight lots.  You know, it's 320 acres, and



Page 15

1 under normal planning, you could easily get a couple

2 hundred units on the property, but what happened through

3 the policy and all the decisions made over the years with

4 the North Area Plan was basically to allow 108.  We then

5 applied some other policies that are in the county and

6 have pared that number down to 81.

7          Each one of the things -- and this is what I

8 think the commission will be hearing -- each one has

9 trade-offs.  You've heard about what they think may be a

10 superior plan.  Quite frankly and from our view, that

11 requires more grading.  It requires cutting through a

12 hill.  We tried, basically when we went out there, to try

13 to lay the property out so that we were on Kanan, kind of

14 in a disturbed area, and in Cornell, try to mirror the

15 other properties that were south of Cornell which quite

16 frankly have larger lots and take up more area.  What's

17 happened over the years is we've just been pushed back

18 more and more into the hillsides, and the way we've been

19 pushed back into the hillsides -- we have tried to make

20 sure that all the grading and walls -- and I know you

21 mentioned that they're all behind the houses -- will not

22 be seen and viewed from the streets.  We've really spent

23 eight years. I think we went through at least four

24 significant rounds of planning, trying to craft these 81

25 lots within our 108 allocation.
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1          We want to have a plan that meets the goals of

2 the North Area Plan.  We would like to say, here's

3 something that land owners have waited eight, ten years

4 for, and this is what they're allowed to build on their

5 property.  I believe we're building on less than

6 20 percent of the property, and over 80 percent is going

7 to remain open space.  We've tried to be as sensitive as

8 we can be.  But it's been a long time coming.  We're glad

9 we're here.  There's a lot of people that have waited a

10 long time patiently, while others have developed around

11 them, to get to this date, so we're glad we're here.

12          With that, I'll turn over the rest of our time to

13 Chuck Moore.

14          CHAIRMAN REW:  Mr. Smith, make sure you sign in.

15          MR. SMITH:  Thank you.

16          MR. MOORE:  Good morning, members of the

17 Commission.  My name is Charles Moore.  My business

18 address is 2049 Century Park East, Los Angeles, 90067.

19          It's a -- such a pleasure to be here today.  The

20 North Area Plan interrupted the subdivision application

21 for this proceeding, and the project essentially took time

22 out while the North Area Plan was being processed and

23 prepared, and in my view, this project is a poster child

24 for that North Area Plan.  That North Area Plan

25 accommodates this project.
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1          I'm going to try not to be critical of staff

2 because we're all in a learning process on the North Area

3 Plan.  The North Area Plan is new.  It contains numerous

4 policies unique to the area.

5          CHAIRMAN REW:  Mr. Moore, I want to be sure you

6 can be heard.  Would you move that mike there.

7          MR. MOORE:  I'm sorry.  The area is very unique

8 and is very deserving of the North Area Plan.  Before I

9 begin, I do want to -- I do want to put some points in

10 context.  The staff talked briefly about drainage areas.

11 It's a number that is important, I think.  There are

12 something like 35,000 linear feet of drainages on the

13 project site.  Now, that's a lot of drainage, isn't it?

14 And there's Army Corps jurisdiction on the site, and

15 California Fish and Game jurisdiction on the site, but do

16 you know that the area impacted on the site by the

17 development is .08 acres of drainage?  That's 3,000 feet.

18 That's 3,000 square feet of drainage.  It's so easy to

19 take things out of context.  And the plan is very

20 detailed, so throughout I think it's important to keep

21 things in context.  We're preserving 90 percent of the

22 significant ecological area.  Don't forget the West Ridge

23 Golf Course is built in a significant ecological area, and

24 we're preserving as open space -- and in fact, we hope to

25 dedicate it to a public agency -- 90 percent.
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1          You'll hear about lyons pentachaeta, a sensitive

2 plant.  Well, there are seven acres of lyons pentachaeta

3 according to an older survey.  Despite the rains, there's

4 none blooming this year, and they should have bloomed by

5 now.  We're preserving 82 percent of it.  There are 8.8

6 acres.  We're preserving 7.25 acres, if it ever blooms

7 again.  We're preserving 97 percent of the golden bush

8 population.  We're not touching Medea Creek.  We're

9 preserving 116 oak trees.  I point these things out

10 because it's easy to lose context.

11          There was reference to the applicant discing some

12 of the lyons pentachaeta.  It was actually county forces

13 doing weed abatement, discing lyons pentachaeta.  There

14 were talks about 70-foot slopes.  Well, I think there are

15 two of them near two lots in the project.  So it's easy to

16 distort, and I'm afraid because we're all experimenting

17 with a new plan, a little bit of that has happened.

18          To emphasize my point, I want to pass out a

19 letter from the major of Agoura Hills who is in support of

20 the project.  He's paying tribute to the owners of the

21 property.  They've been owners for over 40 years, and he's

22 lending his support to the project.  I have copies for the

23 commission and staff of the support from the City of

24 Agoura Hills mayor.  I think you have a letter from a

25 planning director for the city.  I think he was commenting



Page 19

1 on the EIR.  In part he's critical, and it's an EIR

2 comment, but I did want you to see that the mayor of the

3 city is -- speaking as the mayor, is in support of the

4 project.

5          I'm going to run over time, so, Commissioners,

6 you're just going to have to yell at me when that time is

7 up.

8          CHAIRMAN REW:  You still have six and a half

9 minutes.

10          MR. MOORE:  I have indicated that the applicant

11 has ceased processing this subdivision which was filed in

12 1997 when the board conducted hearings on the North Area

13 Plan, and this project was considered specifically in

14 those hearings.  And I hope you all have the package we

15 submitted.  If you don't, we have additional copies here.

16 In fact, maybe we could give some extra ones to Rosie at

17 this point.

18          CHAIRMAN REW:  I think we received them in our

19 packet.

20          MR. MOORE:  Okay.  Good.  I would encourage you

21 to turn to Tab 4 of our package to see just how the county

22 has treated this site.  You'll note how prominent the

23 project appears in the zoning.  I mean, the zoning

24 uniquely accommodates the site.  It's RPD zoning, just as

25 the North Area Plan uniquely accommodates this site.
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1          The staff talked about plan consistency.  I'd

2 encourage you, after the hearing -- certainly the matter

3 is likely to be continued -- I'd encourage you to read Tab

4 7 which is a discussion of planned consistency.  It

5 addresses the staff.  It's been available to staff.  I

6 don't know whether staff has had a chance to read it.  I

7 admit it's complex, but the report acknowledges that

8 overall harmony with the plan is important, not strict or

9 literal compliance with each of the policies.  The plan

10 is -- the project with this commission is supposed to

11 balance the competing interests of the plan, not seek to

12 achieve literal compliance with each and every policy, and

13 there are hundreds of policies.  I think staff has cited

14 only a few.  So I encourage you to read Tab 7.

15          I encourage you to look at Tab 4 and just see

16 that the Board of Supervisors accommodated this site in

17 imposing -- implementing zoning for this very site.  And

18 this very site was the subject of most of the testimony in

19 the board proceedings leading up to the adoption of the

20 North Area Plan.

21          I know that there's an aerial on the board, but I

22 would encourage you to turn to Tab 2 and see the aerials.

23 Look how close we are to the freeway here.  See the

24 neighboring commercial and industrial, and notice the

25 cluster of residential subdivisions along Cornell and
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1 Kanan Road and see the new residential construction.

2          I think it's important to look at Tab 3 also to

3 see the surrounding development.  You won't see open space

4 in that surrounding development.  We're proposing

5 substantial open space.  I think we're proposing 85

6 percent of the site to be dedicated to a public agency.

7 You won't see that in the photos of our neighbors on Tab

8 3.  You'll see nonnative plantings.  You'll see grass

9 lawns leading down to Medea Creek.  You'll see night

10 lighting.  You'll see walls on the streets, and those

11 homes are further into the mountains, further away from

12 the freeway than ours.  We are proud of our development.

13 We think it sets the model for development in the

14 immediate vicinity, and that's why we think the mayor also

15 supports us.

16          Our development is confined to three enclaves.

17 Each of those enclaves is at least partially in an area of

18 prior disturbance.  I stood on each of those enclaves.  I

19 don't believe your staff has been on the property.  I know

20 they've driven by it.  I don't think they've been on it.

21 It is one of the most dramatic sites in the sense of the

22 views and also in the sense of how logical development

23 occurs on the three disturbed or enclave areas.  And I

24 would encourage the commission to visit the site.  I think

25 it's important.  I think it sets the tone for further
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1 implementation of the North Area Plan, and I hope you're

2 able to visit the site.

3          We've already indicated that the development

4 avoids the majority of the SEA.  Only 10 percent of the

5 SEA is, in fact, impacted.  We believe we compliment the

6 community and pay homage to the North Area Plan.  All the

7 streets are curved linear.  They follow the natural

8 contours.  The lots are large, custom lots with minimum

9 pads, and we're happy to apply rural standards to the

10 development.  We encourage a plot-plan review and design

11 review for the individual homes, and we want to work with

12 you and staff to ensure that.  At Tab 5 I think we show

13 some conceptual plotting and architecture for a few homes.

14          We've mentioned 85 percent of this site is in

15 open space.  At Tab 6 we show the important preservation

16 of this site.  It's my understanding staff has indicated

17 there may be some zoning violations on this site.

18 Certainly the fire station maintains a firewood facility

19 on the site.  That's why it's important to dedicate land

20 to public agencies.  It should not be left in private

21 ownership.  We are proposing 271 acres be preserved and

22 dedicated as a result of this project.  The project

23 locates the development along the roadways and within the

24 disturbed areas.

25          CHAIRMAN REW:  Mr. Moore, there may be some
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1 questions from the Commission, but any idea how much time

2 you have to go?  Your time has expired.  If you can sum up

3 in a minute or so.

4          MR. MOORE:  I'll sum up.

5          CHAIRMAN REW:  And as I said, there may be

6 questions from the Commission.

7          MR. MOORE:  Yes, and I have a civil engineer who

8 would love to join me in answering the questions.

9          We are protecting wildlife corridors.  The field

10 modification is very sensitive.  The project minimizes

11 grading.  Only 15 percent of the site will be altered.

12          I do need to say something about Alternative 4

13 which the staff proudly parades out.  Alternative 4 would

14 require the export of 229,000 cubic yards of material.

15 That's -- what is that?  17,000 truck trips?  That's an

16 additional 4 -- 3, $3 million of export.  That's

17 additional truck emissions.  That's additional dust, so

18 one has to be careful when one throws out alternatives.

19 Certainly our site balances on-site, and the export, I

20 think, of 16, 17,000 by 16, 17,000 truck trips of

21 229,000 cubic yards is unconscionable to be offered up as

22 an alternative, let alone the cost of the housing that it

23 would impact.

24          CHAIRMAN REW:  Mr. Moore, maybe you can cover

25 some of what you haven't covered by questions from the
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1 Commission.  So let's see if the Commission --

2          MR. MOORE:  I would like Dana Holiday, the civil

3 engineer, to join me at the table.

4          CHAIRMAN REW:  Well, let's see if we have any

5 questions that may involve him, and at that time, come

6 forward.

7          Any questions of the applicant?

8          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Mr. Chairman.

9          CHAIRMAN REW:  Commissioner Helsley.

10          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  I would like to have you

11 spend a little time telling us about the trail and the

12 trail impact as it interfaces on the property.

13          CHAIRMAN REW:  Or any of your group that can

14 cover this.

15          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Right.  It wouldn't

16 necessarily be you.

17          MR. MOORE:  I would -- Commissioner Helsley's

18 heard me talk about trails before, so he would like me, I

19 am sure, to defer to the civil engineer.  I will say while

20 Dana Halladay is taking a seat next to me that we did not

21 choose the location of the trail, and we're happy to work

22 with any agency to find a more preferred location.  This

23 location is more or less dictated to us by the county

24 trails plan.

25          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Another aspect that you
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1 talk about a dramatic site, and I think that the pictures

2 of the elevations that you've given us and aerial views

3 that you've given us do emphasize that, and maybe you

4 might be able to take us and walk us through the one that

5 you have on the display board as to where the development

6 goes, particularly on the east side of Kanan Road.  The --

7 I'm not waiting for a response right at this moment.  I'm

8 going to pose a few questions.

9          MR. MOORE:  Yes.

10          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  In your tabs, you didn't

11 talk about the night lighting or the lighting aspect, and

12 I'm sorry to -- I have a little ignorance on a portion of

13 that in that I don't know what a bollard is.  So if you

14 could give me a definition of what that is.  Maybe

15 commissioners know, but I don't know what that is.  It's

16 under Tab 12.  You have that referenced as a light

17 bollard.

18          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Light bollard.

19          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Bollard.

20          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  It's a -- the light

21 fixture on the upper left-hand corner --

22          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Upper left-hand corner.

23          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  -- of this.

24          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Just a stand with a --

25          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  It's a light bollard, a
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1 short light for lighting sidewalks and things like that,

2 and the lights go down.  It's a light.  It's a short light

3 like a sidewalk light.

4          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Okay.  Good.  I realize on

5 the 12 that it's demonstrating maybe, but you have palm

6 trees in there, and I don't know the building list you get

7 the palm trees off of, but under tree lighting, I

8 understand that.  How -- the bollard that meets the

9 night-lighting concern of the dark sky and the

10 streetlighting that the county wants does not do that at

11 all.  And so how do we go about compensating or meeting

12 the needs of the county, but not lighting the full street

13 like they've done with Las Virgenes and Malibu Canyon --

14 totally inappropriate in the mountain zone?  And so we

15 need to come out with a working --

16          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Is that something Public

17 Works would be -- we'd ask Public Works to work with the

18 applicant on dealing with that issue?

19          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  It's an issue that's a

20 major issue because if you look at that lighting

21 pattern --

22          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  No, absolutely, but I

23 think the applicant has to work -- Public Works has to be

24 either directed or requested to deal with the issue of

25 that lighting problem.
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1          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  So there are a few

2 questions there as to further explanation, if you would,

3 on trail impact, dramatic site, and impacting and going

4 back up the canyon to the east.

5          CHAIRMAN REW:  So I saw Mr. Moore taking notes,

6 so I gather maybe they got all those questions.

7          Yes, sir, if you'd start with your name and

8 address.

9          MR. HALLADAY:  My name is Dana Halladay, and I'm

10 with Bright and Halladay, civil engineers.  Our business

11 address is 201 East Yorba Linda Boulevard in Placentia.

12 Maybe perhaps I can address the trail.  The trail as

13 depicted on the map extends from the northern boundary,

14 city limit, county line at Cornell, follows Cornell

15 southerly and then follows along the alignment of Colletta

16 Street (phonetic).  Colletta is a paper street that --

17 proposed dedication, but there are no proposed

18 improvements to Colletta.  It simply serves as a private

19 driveway for the residences.

20          The location of the Zuma Ridge Trail as depicted

21 has come from the county from Parks and Rec, and the

22 proposal right now is to simply provide a location and a

23 dedication for the easement for the trail.  Parks and Rec

24 has indicated that there is no requirement for

25 construction right now.  Perhaps there will be in the
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1 future when that trail is provided.  It's our

2 understanding that it will in all likelihood be a graded

3 trail with probably decomposed granite surface.  There

4 is -- in ultimate improvements on Kanan Road, there will

5 be provisions with ultimate widening for a bike trail, but

6 the trail as indicated on the map as Zuma Ridge is for

7 pedestrian and/or equestrian use, not for bike use.

8          CHAIRMAN REW:  You have some other questions that

9 the commissioner had, but what we're going to do now is

10 take a break so you can have some time to --

11          MR. HALLADAY:  I can address the lighting, if you

12 want, very quickly.

13          CHAIRMAN REW:  I want to give our recorder a

14 break, so you have some time to look over those questions.

15 This meeting is being taped, and it is also being

16 recorded, so we're going to take a break for the recorder.

17          If any of you have pagers or cell phones, please

18 turn them off.  We don't want those interruptions during

19 this meeting, and we will reconvene at 12 minutes after

20 10:00.

21          (Brief recess was taken.)

22          CHAIRMAN REW:  Please be seated.  We're back in

23 session.  Would you please be seated.  The fire captain is

24 here.  He'll fine you if you're standing in the aisles, so

25 please take a seat.  Is this microphone on or not?  You
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1 can talk and be seated at the same time, you know.

2          All right.  We're on Agenda Item Number 8, a

3 public hearing, and we're at the point where the applicant

4 has used their time; however, they are answering questions

5 that have been asked of them of the Commission.  And make

6 sure you confine your answers to the questions that have

7 been asked.

8          Yes, sir, for the record, who's ever going to

9 answer the next question, state your name.

10          MR. HALLADAY:  Again, I'm Dana Halladay, and what

11 I would like to do, if I can, is address your question

12 relative to the lighting proposed and the night-lighting.

13 What we have proposed for the east side of the project,

14 the Cornell side, are not regular tall streetlights.  They

15 are what we call lighting bollards.  It is a low light,

16 three or four feet tall, that has different types of

17 architectural features -- a dome light that projects the

18 light down.  It projects light to the ground.  We would be

19 able to define roadways, driveway access without

20 projecting light up into the sky and causing the glare

21 that we are all concerned about.  The applicant would also

22 like to request approval for that type of lighting on the

23 Kanan side -- on the west side.  At this point Public

24 Works says that to address the project initially that

25 regular development standards call for streetlights, but
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1 our tentative map is indicating alternative proposal to

2 introduce the street improvements and streetlighting on

3 the Kanan side.

4          The documents that you have in front of you --

5 the excerpt from the EIR does show streetlighting down the

6 length of Kanan.  The streetlighting shown on the exhibit

7 is indicative of what would be the ultimate, fully

8 improved lighting on Kanan.  The tentative map as it's

9 proposed has the partial street section remaining on

10 Kanan.  The grading would be accomplished on Kanan, but at

11 this time we would not be proposing the constant

12 construction of all of the tall streetlights on Kanan.  So

13 again, an attempt here is to avoid that night glare of

14 light that does -- that you're indicating.

15          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Thank you.

16          CHAIRMAN REW:  Were there any other questions?

17          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  The other question related

18 to dramatic sight and the 70-foot slope basically on the

19 eastern side.

20          MR. HALLADAY:  Okay.  I can address that.  If it

21 would be more convenient, I can come up, and I can point

22 to the map.  I can show it to you on this photo also.  I

23 tried to -- the areas of grading are best shown on the map

24 on the wall behind you.  They are at the very easterly

25 terminus of the cul-de-sac on the Cornell side.  Yes, sir,
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1 that's the area.

2          We have -- in order to follow the terrain --

3 taken the cul-de-sac as we've come -- as we move easterly,

4 we crest the road, and the road crest is following the

5 terrain.  The terrain in that area has a lot of movement

6 to it.  In order to provide those paths and the rest of

7 the lots that are in the back, we do encroach into the one

8 knoll that's right there, but a decision was made to

9 remove a retaining wall at that location as a request that

10 came through our working with staff.  And we substituted

11 that slope in lieu of the retaining wall.  One of the

12 proposals we could have would be a partial retaining wall

13 and slope on top, but we removed the retaining wall

14 entirely.

15          Geologically we can probably grade at something

16 steeper than a two-to-one -- two horizontal, one vertical.

17 There's a lot of rock in that area.  However, it's

18 rippable.  It does not need blasting.  It will allow us to

19 cut vertically.  That 70-foot-tall slope is a result of

20 chasing a grading line continuously up the slope, and

21 then, obviously, the further we climb, the further we get

22 from the slope.  But that is one location where we are --

23 the grading does result in a slope that is about 70

24 feet -- 70-foot-plus.  That slope is also graded with

25 terrace drains, so we can catch drainage water off of it.
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1 That's a horizontal (unintelligible) that we have, which

2 also causes the total height to be up -- escalated up.

3          There's one other area near the very top of the

4 cul-de-sac at the northern end there where the slope

5 behind one of the lots does slope at 70 feet also.

6          CHAIRMAN REW:  Cover all the questions?  Any

7 other questions of the applicant?  Thank you very much.

8          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  I do have a question,

9 Mr. Chairman.  I wonder if you can answer for us when you

10 got asked the amount of this project that will go to open

11 space.  This commission has wrestled on numerous occasions

12 with the open-space question, specifically with years

13 later somebody coming back in and trying to redevelop for

14 future development on open space.  And you've used -- I

15 think they had 85 percent at one point in time, 90

16 percent -- I'm not sure if it was 85 or 90 for the entire

17 project -- is to go to open space or 90 percent of the

18 ultimate space is to go to a public agency.  If you could

19 clarify the percentages of the entire project that will go

20 to open space and how much of that open space is going to

21 a public agency, what portion of that open space might be

22 retained by private ownership, and what portion of the

23 open space is intended to go to any homeowners

24 associations, if any.

25          And the reason I'm getting there is whenever we
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1 get to a point where this project is approved, we want to

2 make sure that we have very stringent conditions as far as

3 any rights that would remain on open space because we have

4 repeatedly been asked to go back by little parcels of land

5 that remain in private ownership or being retained by

6 associations, say, "Well, gee, we only put 80 homes here.

7 We could have put a hundred here, so now we want to come

8 in and put the other 20."  And the extent to which the

9 public has been able to enjoy the visual appearance and

10 use of open space, albeit at the expense of private owners

11 who pay the taxes on it for 50 years, the trade-off here

12 is such that we want to make sure that if we're approving

13 a project and if we have provided open space, that it is,

14 indeed, open space.  And also if within that, what

15 discussions have you had, or if you could name any of the

16 public agencies who might take that open space and how far

17 along you are with them as far as negotiating for the

18 acceptance of that open space?

19          MR. MOORE:  The entitlement team was on the site

20 a week or two ago, and we observed numerous people

21 entering the property.  We didn't know them.  We don't

22 know who they are.  We feel very strongly about the

23 necessity of preserving the site in public open space to a

24 formal dedication.  Just as this commission is

25 experiencing difficulties with open space that remains in
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1 private hands, the developer here is committed to

2 dedication of the open space.  But the property consists

3 of 320 acres, and the concentration allows us to preserve

4 271.7 acres.  That's 85 percent.  There may be some

5 portion of that in private lots, and I don't have the

6 exact breakdown, nor have I personally been working with

7 the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy or any of the other

8 agencies for the dedication, but we hoped to accomplish

9 that through this proceeding.  We certainly want it to be

10 a condition of the project approval, and we know that

11 there's a maintenance obligation that's being suggested

12 also by the Conservancy, and we want these details to be

13 worked out through this proceeding.  I don't have the

14 answers.

15          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  But the intent of that

16 would be that a hundred percent of the open space would

17 either be dedicated to a public agency, or whatever

18 remained would remain with single, private lots?

19          MR. MOORE:  Yes, with an easement.  To the extent

20 that some of it may be on private lots, there will be, of

21 course, restrictions and protections there, but the --

22 where the land is in -- in natural open space, we want it

23 dedicated to the public agency.

24          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  The county and this body

25 went through and approved -- and it's been approved by the
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1 Board of Supervisors -- a second-unit ordinance that

2 overlays throughout the county unless there are specific

3 restrictions within the development.  And I don't know to

4 what extent you might want to give some thought to that as

5 well as we go through the same process here because I can

6 envision -- certainly some of these very large lots, and

7 unless we restrict against that overlay, there would be

8 the future potential of private owners going in and

9 requesting a second unit on their property, albeit there

10 are restrictions as far as square footage.  But that would

11 mean an increase in the number of homes and the number of

12 residences here, so I just lay that out.  I'm not sure I

13 have an opinion at this moment, but certainly as we

14 proceed forward with this, give some thought to that.

15          MR. MOORE:  And we see that phenomenon in the

16 nearby community, and we will strive to avoid it, will

17 work with staff in devising appropriate conditions.

18          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  Okay.  Thank you.

19          CHAIRMAN REW:  Any further questions of the

20 applicant or their representative?  Mr. Helsley --

21 Bellamy.

22          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  Mr. Chairman, I'd like to

23 hear a better definition of what you mean by -- Mr. Moore,

24 what you mean by open space on private lots.  Are you

25 saying that backyards are going to be considered a portion
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1 of the open space?

2          MR. MOORE:  No.  I wasn't trying to fudge and

3 raise the number of acres.

4          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  I'm just asking.

5          MR. MOORE:  Maybe Dana can explain some of the

6 design features.

7          MR. HALLADAY:  What the map indicates is that

8 particularly on the Cornell, the easterly portion of the

9 project, there are property lines that define the lots

10 that extend out beyond the pad or on the slope before that

11 pad.  That property line would be overlaying natural

12 terrain.  That natural terrain is not counted in the total

13 85 percent number for the open space, but there are

14 dedicated lots defined as open space that come together

15 85 percent total.

16          The intention of the project is that private

17 ownership would, in some cases on some lots, include

18 natural terrain.  It would also include graded slopes, but

19 the use of that would be restricted.  In most cases the

20 land wouldn't be buildable.  There would be a slope on it,

21 or it would be steep enough that it would not be able to

22 be used for a home, but I think that we would honor a

23 condition that would restrict any future home structures

24 on this.  But there are natural terrain existing --

25 ungraded land that will be defined and enclosed within
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1 that.  That's a portion of it, exactly.  There is a large

2 downslope that will be untouched that would come down to

3 Cornell Road that would be under the ownership of those

4 lots.

5          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  The reason why I was

6 asking -- Commissioner Helsley usually has this question,

7 and he didn't ask it; right?  I'm curious why he didn't.

8 That natural terrain within the boundary line of private

9 ownership -- is it considered open space?  How does fire

10 clearance come into effect on that?  I'd like to know that

11 from the fire department.  They have natural terrain

12 within their boundary.  How do you do the fire planning --

13 the 500-foot fire clearance beyond the boundary and not

14 touch this natural terrain?

15          CAPTAIN FREEMAN:  The 200 foot is the normal

16 requirement for brush clearance.

17          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  But it would be from the

18 home.

19          CAPTAIN FREEMAN:  That's correct.

20          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Not from the boundary, not

21 from the property line, not from the property line, so

22 even if you owned the entire hillside, the 200 feet would

23 just be from the home.

24          CAPTAIN FREEMAN:  The structure.

25          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  From the structure -- from
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1 the structures.

2          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  So you have to make sure

3 that the structure doesn't take up -- the fire clearance

4 from the structure doesn't take up part of that open

5 space; is that correct?

6          CAPTAIN FREEMAN:  That's correct.  If there was

7 an addition, an adjoining property, then you have to get

8 permission from that property owner to get that person to

9 clear their own property because it impacts your property

10 within that 200 foot.

11          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  Okay.  So we have to be

12 very careful on how we calculate this open space; is that

13 right, Commissioner Helsley?

14          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Yes.  There's a map in

15 here that shows open space at one point.  It draws

16 questions in my mind in that the uphill open space

17 sometimes is greater than the downslope open space, and

18 the downslope is the area.  But I think this is going to

19 be refined as we continue to study this process because

20 we're not going to come to a conclusion today.  We're

21 going to probably be continuing would be my expectation.

22          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  Thank you.

23          MR. MOORE:  Yes, Tab 6 shows the open-space-area

24 calculations, and then Tab 10 is, as Commissioner Valadez

25 points out, shows the (unintelligible) zones.
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1          CHAIRMAN REW:  All right.  No further questions

2 then of the applicant or his representative?

3          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  One final question, that

4 is the City of Agoura Hills has a height limit that you

5 can't build above a certain height, and I don't know what

6 that is.  Do you know what that elevation is?

7          MR. HALLADAY:  I did yesterday, but it's avoided

8 me, but we are not above it.  I'll have to get back to you

9 on that.  I know we're not above it.

10          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you very much.  That

11 concludes the applicant's presentation.  Vacate your

12 seats.

13          MR. MOORE:  There are a few interested persons

14 who would like to speak on behalf of the applicant.

15          CHAIRMAN REW:  All right.  We're going to get to

16 that right now.  I would first like to ask those in the

17 audience -- not necessarily you're planning to speak, but

18 those in the audience that are in favor of this project as

19 it has been presented by the applicant -- I'd like you to

20 stand now so we can see the numbers -- in favor of this

21 project as it has been presented by the applicant.

22 Commissioners, can you give me an estimate?  All right.

23 You may be seated.

24          Now we're going to lose a quorum of this

25 commission at noon.  Some of the commissioners have things
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1 that they have to attend to, and we do want to get

2 testimony from those in opposition because, as has been

3 mentioned, in all likelihood this matter is going to be

4 continued, and rather than have suggestions from the

5 opposition that may be incorporated into conditions come

6 up at a later meeting, we'd like to know what those are

7 now.  But let me ask, are there members of those that are

8 in favor of this project that are planning to speak this

9 morning, if you'd just raise your hand?  All right.

10 That's fine.  Let's take them.

11          Please come forward, two at a time.  Take the

12 seats here.  Because I realize people have driven some

13 distance, but this will be continued, and we will be

14 taking testimony, and those -- both in favor and against.

15          Gentlemen, one of you may begin.  The other can

16 sign in, and when you're finished signing in -- when

17 you're finished with your presentation, make sure you sign

18 in, and then vacate the seat so someone else can take your

19 place, and remember, you are limited to three minutes.

20 Thank you.

21          MR. WHIZIN:  Okay.  My name is Bruce Whizin.

22          CHAIRMAN REW:  And your address, please.

23          MR. WHIZIN:  4458 Matilija -- that's

24 M-a-t-i-l-i-j-a -- Avenue, Sherman Oaks, California.  My

25 father was the person that originally purchased this
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1 property.  I was 26 years old at the time.  I'm now 74

2 years old.  I'm here to put a human face on this piece of

3 land.  I walked this piece of land before we bought it,

4 and every investor, every friend of my father that

5 invested in this -- I showed them the property.  I have a

6 vested interest in this.

7          What I want to say is that it's a bit curious to

8 me, too, that there are people that are objecting to this

9 project when the footprint of this project will be so

10 benign in terms of how it's seen from Cornell Road, and

11 that these same people, well intentioned though they may

12 be -- I want them to know that originally the county

13 wanted -- Caltrans wanted the Kanan Road interchange to be

14 at Cornell Road.  That would have benefitted our piece of

15 property which is at -- the commercial property which is

16 at Cornell Road, but we felt that it was totally terrible

17 for what would happen to the hillsides and everything

18 there, and convinced them to move it to Kanan Road, and

19 that we would give the right-of-way to Kanan Road as well

20 as all of the existing easements that are present today

21 for sewers and water, and that had we not done that, there

22 probably would not be any development south of the

23 boulevard.  I just want -- I just want this commission and

24 the people that are going to speak in opposition to this

25 to understand that.
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1          Most of the people that were my father's friends

2 have long been deceased.  Some of the young people that

3 you see in the audience with the green stickers are

4 great-grandchildren of those people, and when we walked

5 that property, it was with the idea that this might

6 provide them an easier retirement.  Well such as it is,

7 you can see that that didn't happen.

8          But this is not a -- this is not a development

9 that's coming to you with a nameless, faceless developer.

10 This is somebody that's been involved in this project also

11 for 12 years.  Bob Smith was the original person that came

12 to us when they looked at -- when we were looking for a

13 developer to take this, and so I appreciate being able to

14 speak to you here today and hope that one of these days my

15 grandchildren, the oldest of which is now 21 -- so that's

16 approximately almost 50 years ago -- would be able to

17 benefit from this.  And thank you very much.

18          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you.  Any questions of this

19 gentleman?  Please sign in, and then after you sign in, if

20 you would vacate the seat so that someone else can take

21 your place.  What we would prefer is that we don't hear

22 the same thing over and over and over again.  We're

23 looking for different opinions, and we understand clearly

24 what this gentleman had to say.

25          Yes, sir, your name and address, please.
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1          MR. BERLIN:  I'm Lawrence Berlin.  I live at

2 36462 Crown Street, Palm Desert, California 92211.  That

3 reminds me, I came a hundred and 40 miles to be at this

4 hearing.  I'm one of those original investors.  I've been

5 in this for around 48 years, so I just want to put another

6 face on this -- what we've been going through.  We as

7 investors would like a fair and reasonable return on our

8 investment, and it sounds to me like the engineers and

9 whoever else has been involved have done a good job in

10 putting this together, and it would be very nice to get

11 that fair and reasonable return.  I thank you.

12          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you.  Any questions of this

13 gentleman?  Thank you very much.

14          When I asked how many were going to speak, I

15 thought I saw four hands.  Please, one of you can sign in.

16 The other can begin.  Start with your name and address,

17 please.

18          MR. SHRAGG:  I'm Dr. Shragg.  I live at 2115

19 Ridge Drive, Los Angeles, 90049.  My -- as an investor, I

20 came to Los Angeles in December 1956.  1959 -- I had an

21 opportunity to have some small investment in this project.

22 In 1959 that's 46 years that we've had involvement to that

23 degree.

24          I won't reiterate what Mr. Berlin has just

25 enunciated.  He's certainly more aware of what the



Page 44

1 implications are -- have been aware all these years

2 because I was an investor and he's been a accountant for

3 the project for part of the time.  And just the

4 frustration of driving up through that area -- we

5 frequently do on our way to Malibu, and see all these

6 beautiful homes immediately adjacent to that property --

7 expensive homes on Mulholland Drive and Cornell corners.

8 It's just been frustrating as a lay person in this type of

9 thing to recognize all of the problems that we have with

10 our project and tried to accommodate as far as I have been

11 told by the representative.  Thank you very much.

12          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you.  Please sign in.

13          Yes, sir, your name and address.

14          MR. MORAN:  My name is Vance Moran, 28914

15 Roadside Drive, Agoura Hills, California, and I've been

16 involved in this property for almost 50 years.  I'm the

17 president of the Beautiful City Holding Company.  That's

18 the name of it.

19          In the past years we have donated a lot of

20 property.  We donated approximately 120 acres to the City

21 of Agoura Hills which included all of Ladyface Mountain.

22 It's a beautiful mountain, and we wanted to make sure that

23 nobody ever built on it as a project, so we donated it to

24 the City of Agoura Hills with that understanding, that it

25 would never be built on.  And then we were in the process
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1 of donating land further down the road to the county, and

2 none of this has been exchanged for zoning or anything.

3 We just do it because it's the thing to do.

4          Now, as far as the development that we're on now,

5 we've been trying to get this for a long, long time, and

6 Bob Smith is really working on it hard.  We do have

7 opposition, and I appreciate the opposition.  I mean, I

8 can understand it.  If I lived somewhere in the country

9 and somebody wanted to move next to me, you know, I'd

10 wonder about it.  But the whole attitude seems to be, no

11 matter what their reason is, that we're here now, let's

12 don't let anybody else in.  And I was thinking that 50

13 years ago when Art Bergman and I were in Agoura, if we got

14 a group together and let's stop all development now; we're

15 here -- I mean, it would still be all vacant land.  We

16 need some development.  And there's a lot of vacant land

17 out there, and the people need homes.

18          So I do appreciate and understand the opposition.

19 I'm not criticizing them because that's their right, but I

20 would like for this commission to consider the rights of

21 people to move into an area when it's available.  Thank

22 you very much.

23          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you.

24          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Mr. Chairman, I would like

25 to acknowledge -- excuse me -- the efforts that Mr. Moran
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1 and Mr. Whizin have done in relation to the development in

2 that area.  It's been a long, arduous process, and I

3 congratulate you and Art on some good foresight.

4          MR. MORAN:  Thank you.

5          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Not only that, but the

6 incredible fact that they donated these acres to Agoura

7 Hills and are considering donating more open space without

8 asking us for zoning concessions and other things, I

9 think, is just a wonderful act on the part of your

10 investment group.  And also the patience of your

11 investment group -- 50 years is a very long time to hold

12 an investment, proving you're very good friends.  That

13 doesn't happen often with an investment group.

14          MR. MORAN:  No, that's true.

15          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  Mr. Chairman, I would just

16 also ask -- you said it's opposition's right to object,

17 and that is correct.  It's also your right to develop

18 because you do own the property, and you've owned it for

19 48 years and paid taxes on it for 48 years.  As opponents

20 have come forward and asked you not to develop, have they

21 given you a price tag that they could buy the property if

22 they choose not to develop it?

23          MR. MORAN:  I did suggest that to them at one

24 time that they could buy it and preserve it forever, but

25 they don't want to buy it, and I really haven't talked to



Page 47

1 them that much about it, just a few times.  And we have

2 always been courteous to each other, never been a big

3 argument or anything, but I did suggest that they raise

4 enough money -- and we give them a discounted price on

5 it -- raise enough money to buy it, and then they can keep

6 it forever.

7          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  Okay.

8          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you, Mr. Moran.

9          Yes, sir, this will be your last speaker we get

10 for the proponents.

11          RABBI BERGMAN:  I'll be very brief.

12          CHAIRMAN REW:  Your name and address, please.

13          RABBI BERGMAN:  I'm Rabbi Ben Zion Bergman.  I

14 live at 4833 Densmore Avenue in Encino.  I'm one of the

15 typical group of the original investors.  Mr. Whizin who

16 put this project together was very active in the Jewish

17 community, and he was very solicitous for the welfare of

18 rabbis, knowing that rabbinical salaries are not great and

19 knowing also that rabbis are not sophisticated investors,

20 nor do they have the means.  And he, therefore, also gave

21 us an opportunity to invest in this project, recognizing

22 that it was not only something that was beneficial for the

23 rest of the whole project but also beneficial to these

24 people who we considered very, very close to, namely a

25 group of rabbis.



Page 48

1          And we've been very, very patient, and in fact,

2 I'm sorry to say a number of my colleagues are no longer

3 among the living.  But I'm fortunately one of the younger

4 ones, a young rabbi, and now an old retired rabbi, and I

5 only want to put in the word, too, that this was a project

6 that was supposed to -- and we thought would be something

7 very, very fortunate and very good for us, and we've been

8 very, very patient.  And I add my request that this --

9 that the application be approved for my colleagues and for

10 the colleagues who are no longer with us as well and for

11 their children.  Thank you.

12          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you.  Thank you very much.

13          All right.  We're going to take testimony now

14 from those in opposition.  I appreciate the demeanor in

15 which the opponents have conducted themselves, and I would

16 expect the same from the proponents when we hear from

17 those in opposition.  I understand they have orchestrated

18 a batting order, so if the first two people that are to

19 speak will come and occupy the chairs up here, and then if

20 the people that are third, fourth, fifth, if you'd be

21 ready -- don't stand in the aisles, but be ready to take a

22 vacant seat.  There are some seats right here in the front

23 that the next people can be ready for.

24          Whoever's going to be first, you may start, and

25 when you finish, make sure you sign in.  And then the



Page 49

1 person signing in, when you finish, slide that over so the

2 next person can sign in.  And remember you're limited --

3 these people are limited to three minutes because they're

4 speaking for themselves and are not representing others.

5          MS. HOLMES:  I am going to have some time ceded

6 for me.  I'm the first speaker, and I've got five people

7 ceding time.  This is the biggest amount of ceding of time

8 that's going to occur because I've got five people in the

9 audience that will not be speaking, and they came all the

10 way down here.

11          CHAIRMAN REW:  Now, these are -- you mentioned to

12 me, there were some others that were going to speak that

13 had ceded time to them --

14          MS. HOLMES:  That's correct.

15          CHAIRMAN REW:  -- in addition to the five you're

16 talking about, and not counting any of the people that are

17 going to speak.  Will the -- you said you had five people.

18 All right.  Will the five people that are not planning to

19 speak that have yielded their time -- all right.  And

20 you're not yielding your time to anyone else; is that

21 understood?  All right.  You have a total of 18 minutes.

22          MR. HAFETZ:  Mr. Chair, I think some people may

23 have come in after the most recent swearing in.  I'm not

24 certain.

25          CHAIRMAN REW:  All right.  Is there anyone that's
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1 planning to speak that has not been sworn in -- that has

2 not been sworn in? Will you please stand. Raise your

3 right hand.

4 Do you and each of you swear or affirm under

5 penalty of perjury that the testimony you may give in the

6 matter now pending before this Commission shall be the

7 truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

8 SPEAKERS: I do.

9 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. You may be seated.

10 Yes, ma'am, you may begin. Set the clock for 18

11 minutes. You don't have to use it all. Start with your

12 name and address, please.

13 MS. HOLMES: Yes. My name is Colleen Holmes.

14 I'm the president of the Cornell Preservation

15 Organization.

16 CHAIRMAN REW: Your address?

17 MS. HOLMES: My address is 3700 Old Oak Road in

18 Agoura Hills, and I am speaking today on behalf of Cornell

19 Preservation Organization. We represent 7 to 800 members,

20 and our numbers are growing. CPO is about responsible

21 development. We are not against development. We are for

22 making sure that a project is appropriate for the site and

23 to make sure that it does conform to the North Area Plan.

24 CPO has done many things for the community. We've been

25 involved in cleaning the local creeks, particularly Medea
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1 Creek, twice a year. We've involved the schools, the

2 kids, community members. We have a newsletter that

3 circulates. We have helped the county in promoting the

4 North Area Plan, the significant ridgeline and grading

5 ordinance. We have met with local leaders and kept Agoura

6 Hills informed.

7 Why are we so interested in this project, you

8 might ask? This project is what made our group come onto

9 the map. I moved into the area about seven years ago, and

10 I was no more than a week in my house -- and actually

11 Steve Hess right next to me came right up and said, "Did

12 you know there's going to be a hundred and 35 homes

13 proposed to go right down the street?" And of course,

14 that was very disconcerting.

15 But probably most disconcerting is that this is

16 the Santa Monica Mountains. It's an area that no longer

17 should have the impact of development that is continuing

18 to go in there, and that's why I believe the North Area

19 Plan has been put into place. This project also has an

20 SEA, a significant ecological area, in it, and it's

21 considered by many people to be the gateway to the Santa

22 Monica Mountains. This project is also adjacent -- and I

23 don't know if the planning commission knows this -- to

24 another project which is in the process of getting

25 reviewed in Agoura Hills called the Agoura Village, which

1
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1 combined with this project will have a very lasting impact

2 on this scenic corridor.

3 Today the reason that I'm here is because of the

4 map behind you which we're calling Alternative Plan Number

5 6. Now, this plan -- I can kind of see it from here, but

6 I know it well enough -- this plan came into being by --

7 after interviewing at least 2 or 300 people in the area to

8 see what they could live with in this area. We met with

9 leaders and community people. In fact, most of the people

10 behind me today were involved in the creating of this

11 plan. This plan became -- came into being just in modest

12 living rooms in the community and conversations.

13 This particular plan -- if you take a look at it,

14 you can see that it really shows the area in its character

15 as it is. It really points out the significant land

16 features. The yellow highlighted area that you see up

17 there is the federally and state protected flower, the

18 lyons pentachaeta. It also shows the oak trees that are

19 important. It shows the variation of the ridgelines and

20 the topography. It shows the flood-plain zone which is

21 that blue that you see up on the map. It also shows the

22 development staying on the already degraded area

23 underneath Ladyface Mountain, which shows nine homes on

24 large lots. This plan also shows the blue-line streams.

25 There are several of them that converge to become Medea
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1 Creek. It also shows tributaries that are considered

2 blue-line streams as well, which we've highlighted in

3 blue. It does show the other homes in the area. It shows

4 that Coletta Street does stop. It cannot go further

5 because it goes right into the creek. Silver Creek, well,

6 is terminating at the point where you see it, whereas on

7 the developer's plan it's showing those streets going

8 through. At least I believe Silver Creek goes through.

9 This plan was presented to the Santa Monica

10 Mountains Conservancy about a month ago. It was the

11 unveiling of this plan. This plan, after it was

12 presented -- it was asked of the panel, which consisted of

13 Paul Edelman and Joe Edmondson (phonetic) -- they were

14 asked what they thought of this plan because they were in

15 the process of writing a letter. Their words were, it is

16 perfect. In fact, I was a little surprised to hear

17 someone else that came up to speak that Ed Corridory

18 (phonetic) supported that development. I don't believe

19 that's accurate, but I could be wrong because Ed Corridory

20 who is a member of the advisory committee for the Santa

21 Monica Mountains Conservancy asked the panel if this plan

22 was what they were looking for, and it was put into motion

23 as being adopted by the Santa Monica Mountains

24 Conservancy. Ed Corridory now serves as the mayor of

25 Agoura Hills.
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1 Again, going back to the plan, we have kept all

2 of the development out of this SEA. This particular SEA

3 is considered a number six which is the highest rated SEA

4 in terms of habitat and wildlife. It has the highest

5 stand of lyons pentachaeta in Southern California. This

6 plant does not mitigate. That means it cannot be

7 transplanted. All buildings are out of the riparian

8 habitat -- habitat that's near Kanan Road. All the

9 buildings are based in the already degraded area under our

10 precious Ladyface Mountain, and they're kept on large lots

11 which is in keeping with the area, and they're clustered.

12 The Zuma Ridge Trail, on this particular plan that we're

13 showing, is clearly defined, but we've shown it also as an

14 alternative going through the project so that you keep the

15 equestrians and the hikers out of Cornell Road, which is

16 very dangerous, and keep them up on the ridgeline.

17 The oak trees, the endangered species, the

18 blue-line streams, significant ridgeline, significant land

19 features -- all of this is on this property, and I believe

20 that's one of the reasons this property hasn't developed.

21 It is a very rare piece of property.

22 One thing that we've also been able to eliminate

23 is the large retaining walls and the cuts that this

24 development is projecting. There's going to be a 70-foot

25 cut behind the fire station in the SEA, and there's going
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1 to be a 30-foot retaining wall under Ladyface Mountain.

2 I did appreciate Vance Moran's comments when he

3 came up here. I think Vance is a wonderful man. We'd

4 like to know who Bruce Whizin is. We've heard nothing but

5 good things about both people. I did have the pleasure to

6 speak to Vance, and I will say that Vance was very willing

7 to sell the property if it could be sold, and we are doing

8 our best to see what we can do to make this happen. I

9 mean, obviously, we're not made of money, but we'd love to

10 see that happen.

11 The plan also that we're showing shows no

12 streetlights, curbs, or gutters. It's more of a rural

13 characteristic as the area dictates and as the land

14 surrounding it dictates. This site is also going to be

15 difficult to develop the infrastructure that will be

16 needed to go into place to keep the drainage in to conform

17 to today's standards in keeping the creeks clean. CPO

18 feels that that's going to create a huge economic burden

19 on this process for the developer. That's another reason

20 why we have the nine lots underneath Ladyface Mountain

21 because we feel that that wouldn't have to take place or

22 very little of it, and we believe -- in particular you

23 heard today that this investment that these people did

24 make 50 years ago, that is something that we understand,

25 but at the same time 50 years ago, the cost as compared to
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1 today's cost should be taken into consideration. In fact,

2 CPO would like to review the economic analysis of the site

3 as we believe that a good profit could be made on the site

4 if this plan were adopted. The open space could be

5 donated to the parks, and the owners of the land could get

6 a very noteworthy tax write-off. We think this should be

7 explored before allowing the excessive grading in this

8 development.

9 Now, one thing that I want to also take a moment

10 and pause and say is that the county has been a leader by

11 showing that they value resource conservation by putting

12 into place the North Area Plan and creating a ridgeline

13 ordinance for all to benefit for them in the future. I

14 did hear from the proponents of the project that, you

15 know, we -- I don't consider myself a NIMBY. I think many

16 of the people in the room today don't even live close to

17 the project. We care about the Santa Monica Mountains.

18 This is our last resource for the citizens of Los Angeles.

19 CPO is also going to submit today, when I'm done with this

20 testimony, a packet for all the commissioners to please

21 review which goes into a little bit more detail the points

22 that I've pointed out today. It also includes an 11-by-17

23 plan for you to look at.

24 Tom Dotson, who is our environmental

25 consultant -- we don't think will be able to show up
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1 t oday. He had an engagement t hat he had t o be at , s o I ' m

2 ki nd of pl ayi ng many hat s r i ght now. How muc h mor e t i me

3 do I have, s i r ?

4 CHAI RMAN REW: Ei ght mi nut es .

5 MS. HOLMES: Thank you. I ' d l i ke t o al s o t ake a

6 moment t o r ead what Tom Dot s on' s c omment s ar e. I ' l l make

7 t hem ver y br i ef . Tom Dot s on, agai n our envi r onment al

8 c ons ul t ant , di d s ubmi t a 20- page l et t er of c omment s on t he

9 Tr i angl e Ranc h Dr af t EI R. I want ed t o make s ur e t hat you

10 di d r ec ei ve t hat .

11 CHAI RMAN REW: We have t hat .

12 MS. HOLMES: And I ' m goi ng t o s ummar i z e t hos e

13 maj or poi nt s .

14 Number 1, we have not been gi ven ac c es s t o t he

15 ec onomi c al dat a. I ' ve al r eady t ouc hed on t hat . But i t

16 mus t be made publ i c s o we c an eval uat e t he ec onomi c

17 s ubs t ant i at i on and c ompar e ot her al t er nat i ves i nc l udi ng

18 t he CPO pr ef er r ed al t er nat i ve.

19 Number 2, a maj or f l aw i n t hi s doc ument i s t hat

20 t he mas t er l ands c ape pl an was not pr epar ed and i t s

21 pot ent i al i mpac t s eval uat ed i n t he EI R. Thi s i s s ue i s

22 c al l ed def er r al , and CEQA does not per mi t def er r al of

23 i s s ues of pr oj ec t pr oponent s t hat have t he pot ent i al t o

24 adver s el y i mpac t t he envi r onment .

25 Number 3, t hr oughout t he doc ument c l ai ms ar e made

2
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1 t hat t he pr oj ec t wi l l not ent er Medea Cr eek. However ,

2 s t or m r unof f t o t hi s c r eek wi l l r equi r e ener gy

3 di s s i pat or s , and t he l oc at i on and des i gn of t hes e

4 f ac i l i t i es ar e not des c r i bed anywher e i n t he doc ument .

5 The pot ent i al envi r onment al ef f ec t s of t hi s f ac i l i t y needs

6 t o be des c r i bed.

7 Number 4, t he EI R i dent i f i es t he l oc at i on

8 r es er ved f or a maj or wat er f ac i l i t y and t hen def er s

9 di s c us s i on of t he f ac i l i t y t o t he f ut ur e by t he

10 Las Vi r genes Wat er Di s t r i c t . Suc h def er r al i s not

11 appr opr i at e when a s i t e i s bei ng r es er ved or s et as i de f or

12 t he di s t r i c t , par t i c ul ar l y t he vi s ual i mpac t s of s uc h a

13 r es er voi r at t he s ugges t ed l oc at i on.

14 Number 5, Medea Cr eek i s s o pol l ut ed t hat i t does

15 not have any as s i mi l at i ve c apac i t y f or c er t ai n pol l ut i on,

16 ni t r at es , phos phat es , and bac t er i a. Thi s pr oj ec t i s

17 i ns t al l i ng hi gh- qual i t y- wat er c ont r ol devi c es , but t he

18 pr oj ec t wi l l r es ul t i n degr adat i on of wat er qual i t y f or

19 t he above par amet er s , par t i c ul ar l y f r om dr y weat her r unof f

20 f r om t he s i t e. Wi t h no as s i mi l at i ve c apac i t y i n t he

21 pr oj ec t di s c har ges , t her e i s no way t o avoi d a f i ndi ng

22 t hat wat er qual i t y i mpac t s ar e s i gni f i c ant .

23 Number 6, t he pr oj ec t wi l l have maj or ef f ec t s on

24 l and f or ms . I ' m goi ng t o ki nd of c ut t hr ough t hi s a

25 l i t t l e bi t .
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1 Number 7 - -

2 CHAI RMAN REW: You c an c ut t hr ough i t , but you

3 c an onl y go s o f as t .

4 MS. HOLMES: Oh, am I goi ng t oo f as t ? I ' m s or r y.

5 CHAI RMAN REW: Don' t t r y t o j am 24 mi nut es i nt o

6 18.

7 MS. HOLMES: Al l r i ght . I ' l l s l ow i t down. I

8 have t hat pr obl em.

9 Number 7, t he EI R does not di s c us s t he

10 pos s i bi l i t y of bl as t i ng dur i ng gr adi ng and t he ef f ec t s of

11 bl as t i ng.

12 Number 8, we ar e al l awar e t hat di es el

13 par t i c ul at es ar e t oxi c . The EI R f ai l s t o addr es s heal t h

14 i mpac t s t o l oc al r es i denc es f r om di es el par t i c ul at es

15 emi t t ed dur i ng c ons t r uc t i on.

16 Number 9, t he c ount y r equi r es an eval uat i on of

17 t he 50- year f l ood haz ar d. The CEQA c hec kl i s t f or m

18 r equi r es an eval uat i on of t he 100- year f l ood haz ar d. The

19 100- year - f l ood- haz ar d i s s ue i s i gnor ed i n t he EI R, but t he

20 doc ument s at t empt s t o make a f i ndi ng t hat i t has been

21 addr es s ed. Thi s c onc l us i on i s not ac c ur at e.

22 Number 10, t he bi ol ogy s ur veys f or s ever al ani mal

23 s pec i es ar e ol d and no l onger of val ue. The U. S. Fi s h and

24 Wi l dl i f e Ser vi c e pr ot oc ol r equi r es s ur veys t o be c ompl et ed

25 wi t hi n t he pr evi ous 12 mont hs of t he s t udy t o be val i d.
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1 Number 11, t he bi ol ogy s ec t i on f al l s i nt o a f at al

2 er r or bec aus e i t f oc us es on what wi l l be s aved, not on t he

3 ef f ec t s of what wi l l be l os t . Appr oxi mat el y 60 ac r es of

4 t he s i t e wi l l be l os t . The over al l habi t at - c ar r yi ng

5 c apac i t y of t he pr oper t y wi l l be r educ ed by about

6 20 per c ent . Thi s l os s i s i nher ent l y s i gni f i c ant and

7 adver s e, gi ven t he t ype of s pec i es t hat we know wi l l be

8 i mpac t ed, and t hos e pot ent i al s pec i es t hat may be

9 i mpac t ed.

10 Number 12, t he t r af f i c eval uat i on f ai l ed t o

11 addr es s t he pr i mar y c onc er n whi c h was weekend t r af f i c and

12 t he pot ent i al f or s af et y haz ar ds r el at ed t o s uc h t r af f i c .

13 Thus t he t r af f i c eval uat i on i s f l awed and does not

14 r epr es ent t he wor s t - c as e c ondi t i on t he pr oj ec t wi l l

15 c ont r i but e t o and be af f ec t ed by.

16 And t hi s i s t he l as t , 13, f i nal l y , t hi s pr oj ec t

17 i s i nc ons i s t ent wi t h a l ar ge number of pol i c i es c ont ai ned

18 i n t he per t i nent pl anni ng doc ument s . The CPO al t er nat i ve

19 woul d el i mi nat e t hes e i nc ons i s t enc i es . I s t he c ount y

20 r eady t o appr ove a pr oj ec t t hat vi ol at es pol i c i es t hat

21 wer e es t abl i s hed i n good f ai t h and r el i ed upon by t he

22 l oc al r es i dent s t o ens ur e c ons i s t enc y and c ompat i bi l i t y

23 wi t h c r i t i c al devel opment pol i c i es ? CPO' s ans wer i s t hat

24 i t i s not appr opr i at e, and ei t her t he pr oj ec t s houl d be

25 r edes i gned t o meet t he pol i c i es or r ej ec t ed as an
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1 uns ui t abl e devel opment f or t he pr oj ec t l oc at i on as

2 pr opos ed.

3 And i n c onc l us i on, I want ed t o as k i f you had any

4 ques t i ons .

5 CHAI RMAN REW: Does t he c ommi s s i on have any

6 ques t i ons of t hi s l ady?

7 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: Mr . Chai r man.

8 CHAI RMAN REW: Commi s s i oner Hel s l ey.

9 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: A c oupl e of ques t i ons i n

10 r el at i on - - wel l , maybe I s houl d wai t unt i l t he next

11 s peaker . They' r e goi ng t o s peak al s o on t hi s ? Okay.

12 I ' l l hol d my t hought s .

13 MS. HOLMES: Okay. Ther e' s no ques t i ons t hen? I

14 j us t want t o t hank you f or t hi s oppor t uni t y t o s peak. I ' m

15 goi ng t o gi ve you t hes e pac ket s . Shoul d I j us t hand t hem

16 over her e? Thank you.

17 CHAI RMAN REW: And di d you s i gn i n?

18 MS. HOLMES: I s ur e di d.

19 CHAI RMAN REW: And you' r e goi ng t o have your next

20 s peaker , and I woul d hope t hat t he ot her s peaker s do

21 not - - do not nec es s ar i l y get up and r ead t o us s omet hi ng

22 t hat we al r eady have bec aus e i f we have i t , i t ' s par t of

23 t he r ec or d.

24 Yes , s i r , your name and addr es s , pl eas e.

25 MR. HESS: Good mor ni ng, my name i s St eve Hes s ,
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1 H- e- s - s . I l i ve at 28907 Wagon Road i n Agour a. I want t o

2 t hank you al l f or s eei ng me t oday, and I am t he pr es i dent

3 of t he Las Vi r genes Homeowner s Feder at i on, a f eder at i on

4 t hat ' s been ar ound f or about 40 year s and i s an aggr egat e

5 of homeowner s as s oc i at i ons i n t he ar ea. Del egat es t o t he

6 f eder at i on r epr es ent about 2, 000 homeowner s , vot er s ,

7 t axpayer s , what not i n t he ar ea.

8 I ' m - - f ol l owi ng Col l een i s ki nd of a t ough t hi ng

9 t o do wi t h al l t hat i nf or mat i on, s o I ' m goi ng t o par e down

10 my pr es ent at i on her e a l i t t l e bi t . But I woul d l i ke t o be

11 br i ef and s peak a l i t t l e bi t about t he gr adi ng and t he

12 exc es s i ve gr adi ng t hat ' s bei ng pr opos ed by t hi s pr oj ec t .

13 I ' m not goi ng t o r ec i t e t oo many per c ent ages and r at i os or

14 anyt hi ng l i ke t hat bec aus e c ount y has done what I woul d

15 s ay i s a ver y good j ob i n as s es s i ng t he numer i c s of t he

16 gr adi ng and i n r eac hi ng s ome pr et t y good c onc l us i ons about

17 t hat gr adi ng.

18 I do want t o poi nt out a f ew t hi ngs t hat ar e

19 i mpor t ant , and t hey have t o do wi t h c ompl i anc e wi t h t he

20 Nor t h Ar ea Pl an. I t hi nk t he t heme you' r e goi ng t o hear

21 i s , t oday, t hat we r es pec t t he pr oc es s t hat was c r eat ed - -

22 t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an was c r eat ed under , and we want t o - -

23 we woul d s eek c ompl i anc e wi t h t hat , wi t h al l t he pr oj ec t s

24 i nc l udi ng t hi s one. Thi s par t i c ul ar Dr af t EI R des c r i bes

25 l ar ges c ut s and f i l l s t hr oughout t he pr oj ec t . Al t er nat i ve
16
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1 Number 4, t he 44 homes al t er nat i ve, c al l s f or 400, 000

2 yar ds of gr adi ng. I nt er es t i ng t hat t hi s i s onl y a

3 23 per c ent r educ t i on i n gr adi ng wi t h a 50 per c ent

4 r educ t i on i n home s i t es , s o I f el t t hat t hat was

5 i nt er es t i ng. A l i ber al i nt er pr et at i on of t he gr adi ng

6 es t i mat es t hr oughout t he pr oj ec t - - i n ot her wor ds ,

7 c al c ul at i ons f avor t he devel oper . I n many c as es t her e' s a

8 t en X or - - 10 t i mes or mor e exc es s over what ' s al l owed

9 under t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an, s o I s ee t hat t hr oughout t he

10 pl an.

11 The - - we t hi nk t hat t he Dr af t EI R i s i nadequat e.

12 Many of t he 70- f oot f i l l s and what not have been di s c us s ed.

13 The geol ogy under t hos e ar eas has n' t been ver y wel l

14 expl ai ned. The det ai l s of t he r i dgel i nes - - t he Nor t h

15 Ar ea Pl an' s r i dgel i ne or di nanc e s hown i n ef f ec t her e - -

16 t he det ai l s of t he r i dgel i ne ar e not wel l def i ned. The

17 Nor t h Ar ea Pl an pol i c y 14, 4- 13, i s vi ol at ed, and t he

18 t r uc k l oads of - - t he 17, 000 t r uc kl oads of di r t r equi r ed

19 by Al t er nat i ve Number 4 i s exc es s i ve.

20 But I woul d l i ke t o c l os e by s ayi ng t hat I am

21 r es pec t f ul of Mr . Mor an and hi s c ol l eagues . I have known

22 hi m f or many year s i n our c ommuni t y, but I want t o ur ge

23 you al l not t o t ake your eye of f t he bal l on t hi s one,

24 whi c h i s t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an. Thank you.

25 CHAI RMAN REW: Thank you. Any ques t i ons of t hi s
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1 gentleman?  Thank you very much.

2          We're going to take a ten-minute break for our

3 recorder.  The applicant -- I hope you're taking notes

4 because it looks like you won't have an opportunity for

5 rebuttal today, so you'll have time to work on your

6 rebuttal at the continuation.  And we're going to conclude

7 probably around ten minutes to 12:00 with the public

8 hearing so that the Commission can take any action as far

9 as continuation date, so we'll reconvene at -- can you go

10 to 11:13?  11:13.

11          (Brief recess was taken.)

12          CHAIRMAN REW:  Clear the aisles.  We're back in

13 session if you would please take your seats.  Quickly.

14          Yes, sir, if you would start with your name and

15 address, please.

16          MR. BROWN:  David Brown, 5860 Belbert Circle,

17 Calabasas.  I might add I was the chairman of the public

18 advisory committee that helped to draft the North Area

19 Plan.  I'm going to confine my comments largely to the

20 significant ecological area, but I wanted to first make a

21 couple of observations.  One is -- I'm a planning

22 commissioner in a neighboring city, so I have some

23 experience with topography in this area.  As much as

24 possible, get staff to provide you with topographic maps

25 of any project that comes before you.
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1 COMMI SSI ONER BELLAMY: Mr . Chai r man, we need

2 peopl e not t o s t and i n t he ai s l es .

3 CHAI RMAN REW: Woul d you pl eas e t ake a s eat .

4 Thank you. Pl eas e be s eat ed. Yes .

5 MR. BROWN: Yes . I t was j us t t o s ay, get t he

6 t opogr aphi c maps . I ' ve been on bot h s i des of t hi s

7 pr oper t y, and muc h of t he pr oper t y i s muc h t oo s t eep t o

8 devel op. I t ' s al s o ver y r oc ky, s o c onc er n about

9 dynami t i ng i s a r eas onabl e one.

10 The s i gni f i c ant ec ol ogi c al ar ea pr ogr am

11 or i gi nat ed wi t h t he s t at e pas s age of t he Open Spac e Lands

12 Ac t i n 1970, whi c h r equi r es l oc al j ur i s di c t i ons t o make

13 def i ni t e pl ans f or t he pr es er vat i on of val uabl e open- s pac e

14 l and and t ake pos i t i ve ac t i on t o c ar r y out s uc h pl ans , and

15 t he c ount y i s - - and t hos e f or t he c ompr ehens i ve and

16 l ong- r ange pr es er vat i on and c ons er vat i on of open s pac e.

17 The c ount y has c hos en t o meet t hi s r equi r ement , t he s t at e

18 r equi r ement , by es t abl i s hi ng t he s i gni f i c ant ec ol ogi c al

19 ar ea pr ogr am.

20 And i f you go bac k and r ead t he ol der doc ument s ,

21 f or one t hi ng t hey make t he poi nt t hat Los Angel es Count y

22 i s onl y one of t wo c ount i es i n t he Uni t ed St at es t hat has

23 t he f ul l di ver s i t y of habi t at s of mar i ne, c oas t l i ne,

24 f l at l ands , mount ai ns , and des er t i n i t s bor der s ; San Di ego

25 Count y bei ng t he ot her . And t hi s c r eat es a uni que var i et y

19
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1 of bi ot a r es our c es .

2 Thes e SEAs wer e nomi nat ed by a s ur vey c onduc t ed

3 by t he c ount y' s c ons ul t ant i n 1976 of uni ver s i t i es and

4 mus eums , ar bor et ums , s c i ent i f i c and c ons er vat i on

5 or gani z at i ons t o nomi nat e what t hey t hought wer e t he mos t

6 i mpor t ant envi r onment al ar eas i n t he c ount y, and t hen 62

7 out of t hos e 115 ar eas nomi nat ed wer e s el ec t ed as

8 s i gni f i c ant ec ol ogi c al ar eas . I want ed t o gi ve you t hat

9 l i t t l e bac kgr ound. And t he s t udy t hat t he c ons ul t ant di d

10 s ai d t he gol den pr oj ec t was t o es t abl i s h a s et of ar eas

11 t hat woul d i l l us t r at e t he f ul l r ange of bi ol ogi c al

12 di ver s i t y i n Los Angel es Count y t hat r emai ned as

13 undi s t ur bed r el i c s i n what was onc e f ound t hr oughout t he

14 r egi on. To f ul f i l l t hi s f unc t i on, al l 62 s i gni f i c ant

15 ec ol ogi c al ar eas mus t be pr es er ved i n as near pr i s t i ne

16 c ondi t i on as pos s i bl e.

17 I don' t t hi nk we' r e ac hi evi ng t hat her e,

18 es pec i al l y wi t h t hat f i nger of devel opment t hat s t i c ks way

19 i nt o t he SEA por t i on of t he pr oper t y. That c onc er ns me

20 t he mos t . And i f you l ook c ar ef ul l y at t he s l opes t her e

21 whi c h wer e s poken of al r eady, t he s t eep s l opes , you' r e

22 onl y get t i ng hal f a doz en l ot s maybe out of al l t hat

23 gr adi ng. I ' m not even s ur e t hi s i s goi ng t o be c os t

24 ef f ec t i ve f or t he appl i c ant t o bui l d t hos e l as t f ew l ot s .

25 I t hi nk t he way t o handl e t hi s and t he way t hi s has been

19
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1 handled with other projects in the area in SEA is

2 concentrate as much as possible in the least sensitive

3 portion of the property and leave the rest undisturbed.

4 That could be done here, I think, with, you know, more

5 careful planning.

6 CHAIRMAN REW: Okay. Your time is up, but there

7 may be some questions. Any questions of Mr. Brown?

8 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: My question would be the

9 lower elevations on that property to the east has some

10 moderately flatlands toward the fire station and toward --

11 behind those other two homes that are in there -- that

12 intrusion into the SEA -- do you consider that a

13 reasonable intrusion at that point?

14 MR. BROWN: If we have to make an intrusion, I

15 think that's the most reasonable area where you could do

16 it. I have walked that area many years ago, but I have

17 talked it. And I think that would be more reasonable to

18 intrude there than to go way back into the SEA such as

19 this project does here. It's consistent with the idea of

20 clustering as close to the roads and infrastructure as

21 possible -- consistent with the sensitivity of resources.

22 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you, Mr. Brown.

23 Yes, sir, your name and address.

24 MR. KAMINO: Good morning. Thank you for this

25 opportunity to address the commission. My name is Mike
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1 Kami no, and I am t he di r ec t or of pl anni ng f or t he c i t y of

2 Agour a Hi l l s , and I ' m not par t of t he oppos i t i on bat t i ng

3 or der , but t hey wer e gr ac i ous enough t o l et me s neak i n.

4 I ' m her e t hi s mor ni ng t o s peak s t r i c t l y about t he Dr af t

5 Envi r onment al Repor t , and I j us t want ed t o c l ar i f y t hat

6 t her e was a r epr es ent at i ve of t he appl i c ant t hat s t at ed

7 t hat t her e was a l et t er f r om t he mayor of Agour a Hi l l s . I

8 j us t want ed t o c l ar i f y t her e was ac t ual l y a l et t er f r om

9 t he mayor pr o t em, and t he l et t er r epr es ent s hi s per s onal

10 vi ews on t he pr oj ec t .

11 CHAI RMAN REW: We have t he l et t er , and i t does

12 s ay mayor pr o t em.

13 MR. KAMI NO: Yes . Thank you. Our c i t y has made

14 a s et of wr i t t en c omment s on t he Dr af t Ei R, and I j us t

15 want t o hi ghl i ght s ome of t he i mpor t ant par t s i n t hat

16 c omment l et t er t hat we pr ovi ded t o you.

17 The Tr i angl e Ranc h pr oj ec t abut s our c i t y t o t he

18 s out h, and i t wi l l be t he s out her n gat eway t o our c i t y ,

19 and gi ven i t s pr oxi mi t y, i t ' s l i kel y t hat t he f ut ur e

20 r es i dent s of t hi s pr oj ec t woul d us e our c i t y r oads and

21 s er vi c es . Fi r s t t he EI R s t at es t hat t he pr oj ec t wi l l be

22 r equi r ed t o pay qui nbey ( phonet i c ) f ee t o t he c ount y t o

23 of f s et t he i nc r eas ed demand f or par ks and r ec r eat i on

24 f ac i l i t i es . I t i s l i kel y , however , t hat t he r es i dent s of

25 t hi s devel opment woul d be us i ng t he par ks and r ec r eat i on

21



Page 69

1 f ac i l i t i es of our c i t y due t o t he pr oxi mi t y of our ac t i ve

2 par ks and r ec r eat i on f ac i l i t i es and t he l ac k of s ame i n

3 t he i mmedi at e, uni nc or por at ed ar eas . Ther ef or e, i t ' s

4 r ec ommended t hat t he mi t i gat i on meas ur e be r evi s ed t o

5 r equi r e an equi t abl e pr opor t i on of t he qui nbey f ees be

6 pai d t o t he Ci t y of Agour a Hi l l s .

7 The mai n poi nt of t he r egi onal ac c es s f or t hi s

8 devel opment woul d be t he Kanan 101 i nt er c hange, and over

9 t he next t wo year s or s o t he c i t y wi l l be embar ki ng on a

10 f ai r l y mas s i ve r ec ons t r uc t i on pr oj ec t of t hat 101 Kanan

11 i nt er c hange, and any c ons t r uc t i on t r af f i c as s oc i at ed wi t h

12 t he Tr i angl e Ranc h pr oj ec t needs t o be c oor di nat ed wi t h

13 our i nt er c hange c ons t r uc t i on pr oj ec t . We al s o r ec ommend

14 t hat t he pr oj ec t be s ubj ec t t o payment of our t r af f i c

15 i mpr ovement f ee whi c h i s equi val ent t o about $25, 000. And

16 al s o any r oadway i mpr ovement s on Kanan Road i n t he

17 c ount y - - t he t r ans i t i on t o Kanan Road i n Agour a Hi l l s

18 wi l l be s ubj ec t t o r evi ew and appr oval by our c i t y s t af f .

19 Kanan Road i s a des i gnat ed s c eni c hi ghway i n our

20 Gener al Pl an as wel l as on t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an, and t hi s

21 s i t e wi l l , i n f ac t , be t he s out her n s c eni c gat eway t o our

22 c i t y. And t hus , i t ' s i mpor t ant t hat t hi s pr oj ec t be

23 r es pec t f ul of our c i t y ' s goal s f or c r eat i ng a s c eni c

24 ent r y, and t hus t hey' r e r ec ommendi ng t hat mi t i gat i on

25 meas ur es be c ons i der ed t o i nc r eas e t he devel opment buf f er

21
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1 z one al ong Kanan Road and add s uf f i c i ent nat ur al l ands c ape

2 pl ant i ng be ac hi eved al ong t he Kanan Road c or r i dor . And

3 mor eover , t he us e of nons ubur ban publ i c i mpr ovement s s uc h

4 as t he mi ni mi z at i on of s t r eet l i ght i ng and t he del et i on of

5 r ai s ed c ur bs , gut t er s , and s i dewal ks woul d al s o hel p

6 c r eat e a s emi r ur al ambi enc e whi c h i s what t he c i t y s t r i ves

7 f or i n our l ow- dens i t y nei ghbor hoods .

8 The gr adi ng pl an s hows c ut s and f i l l s l opes t hat

9 ar e up t o 16, 17 f eet hi gh. We r ec ommend t hat mi t i gat i on

10 meas ur es s houl d be c ons i der ed t o r educ e t hos e i mpac t s .

11 And al s o t he EI R i s s i l ent r egar di ng bl as t i ng, and we

12 woul d l i ke t o have t hat i s s ue addr es s ed as wel l .

13 I s ee t hat my t i me i s up. We di d pr ovi de a

14 f ai r l y det ai l ed l et t er , and s o I ' l l j us t l eave i t wi t h

15 s t af f .

16 CHAI RMAN REW: Any ques t i ons of t hi s gent l eman?

17 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: Mr . Chai r man.

18 CHAI RMAN REW: Yes .

19 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: I know t hat t he Ci t y of

20 Agour a Hi l l s has a hei ght l engt h on devel opment of t he

21 l ower por t i on of Ladyf ac e. What i s t he el evat i on?

22 MR. KAMI NO: The maxi mum el evat i on l i ne i s 1100

23 f eet whi c h i s about one- t hi r d or one- f our t h t he way up of

24 Agour a Road whi c h i s t he s out h f ac e of Ladyf ac e.

25 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: So t he maxi mum of any
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1 development would not protrude above 1100 feet?

2          MR. KAMINO:  That's correct.

3          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Does that include graded

4 slopes?

5          MR. KAMINO:  That would be the -- worse-case

6 scenario which would be not only the graded slope but also

7 the top of any building could not exceed the 1100-foot

8 elevation.

9          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Okay.  Thank you very

10 much.

11          CHAIRMAN REW:  Thank you.

12          Yes, sir.  Oh ...

13          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Could I just have one

14 question, Mr. Chair?  I wasn't fast enough.  There was no

15 objection to the number of units by the city?

16          MR. KAMINO:  Well, the city has not taken a

17 position on this project one way or the other.

18          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Okay.  So the city is just

19 leaving it up to the county?

20          MR. KAMINO:  We -- yes.  I'm just here to convey

21 the --

22          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Mitigations, comments on

23 the EIR, and additional changes that you want in the EIR.

24          MR. KAMINO:  That's correct.

25          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Okay.  Thank you.
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1          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  Mr. Chairman, let me ask,

2 is this within an area that the city has ever looked at in

3 terms of sphere of influence?  Did the applicant ever

4 contact you as far as annexation, or what potentially

5 would be the city's position if a project is placed there

6 and residents then subsequently want annexation into the

7 city?

8          MR. KAMINO:  Well, when the city incorporated in

9 1982, we were not given a sphere of influence outside our

10 city limits, and therefore, they would have to be -- go

11 through the whole lafco (phonetic) process in getting an

12 annexation and a sphere of influence in place prior to any

13 consideration of any annexation for our city.

14          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Mr. Chairman.

15          CHAIRMAN REW:  Yes.

16          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  I would like to draw your

17 attention to some areas on the map up here.  In the city

18 of Agoura Hills, there's a whole series of lots that are

19 indicated on the north side of the mountain to the east of

20 Ladyface.  Does that same elevation constraint pertain to

21 that mountain area?

22          MR. KAMINO:  No.  The 1100-foot elevation is

23 really limited to the west side of Kanan Road, right along

24 the face of Ladyface Mountain.

25          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.
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1 CHAI RMAN REW: Thank you.

2 Yes , s i r .

3 MR. EDELMAN: Paul Edel man, and I ' m deput y

4 di r ec t or of mount ai n r es our c es and pl anni ng f or t he Sant a

5 Moni c a Mount ai ns Cons er vanc y. By r eadi ng al l t he

6 doc ument s and l i s t eni ng t o al l t he peopl e, t hi s s i t e i s

7 r eal l y f r aught wi t h a l ot of di f f er ent ki nds of

8 c ons t r ai nt s on t he s i t e, and we ar e al l wor ki ng wi t h t hat .

9 To debunk a c oupl e poi nt s made by Mr . Moor e i n hi s

10 t es t i mony, he ment i oned t he Wes t Ri dge Gol f Cour s e

11 devel opment i n SEA. That pr oj ec t des t r oyed t wo- t hi r ds of

12 an SEA, l anded t he c ount y i n c our t , and s houl d be t he

13 epi t ome of what not t o do wi t h SEA. Li kewi s e, t oo, he

14 s ai d t hat t he pr oj ec t i s not t ouc hi ng a l ot of r es our c es .

15 I t ' s t r ue. I t may not be t ouc hi ng s ome, but put t i ng r i ght

16 next t o t he r i par i an c or r i dor or r i ght next t o t he

17 s ens i t i ve pl ant popul at i on i s pr et t y muc h t he equi val ent

18 of t ouc hi ng as f ar as i ndi r ec t i mpac t s .

19 One ot her debunked poi nt i s t hat he ment i oned

20 s omet hi ng about 3 mi l l i on c ubi c yar ds of expor t wi t h

21 Al t er nat i ve 4 whi c h i s t he envi r onment al l y s uper i or

22 al t er nat i ve. I t ' s onl y 230, 000 c ubi c yar ds of expor t

23 whi c h i s a f ar c r y l es s t han what t he EI R s ays . And t hat ,

24 t oo, c an be s ol ved by obvi ous l y movi ng t he di r t ar ound

25 wi t hi n t he s i t e, and we s houl dn' t be c ons t r ai ned, I t hi nk,

25
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1 by j us t what t he al t er nat i ve as i t ' s wr i t t en i n t he Dr af t

2 EI R.

3 I t hi nk t he bi gges t pr obl em - - I t hi nk t hat - - I

4 wi s h t he c ount y woul d di s c us s t hi s mor e i n c i t i es i s t he

5 i dea of uni t s - - t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an gui de as t o what t he

6 maxi mum of uni t s ar e on a pr oper t y, but t hey don' t t al k

7 about what t hey c an do wi t h a uni t . A uni t c an be a ver y

8 s mal l l i t t l e hous e, or i t c an be a bi g r anc h, and t hat ' s a

9 bi g l i nc hpi n i n t hi s i s s ue. And t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an does

10 not pr ovi de gui del i nes how bi g a pad c an be, how muc h

11 or c har d s omebody c an have, how muc h c or r al , and i t ' s a

12 huge f l ag. But t he gr eat t hi ng about i t i s t hat you guys

13 as c ommi s s i oner s - - you' r e t he ones t hat c an s ol ve t hat .

14 I t hi nk t hat t he l aw gi ves you t he di s c r et i on t o put

15 pot ent i al l y on t hi s s i t e muc h s mal l er pads . They c an have

16 bi gger l ot s s o t hat peopl e c an own a bi g l ot , but t hat i t

17 c oul d al mos t be c hapar r al and f ul l modi f i c at i ons s o t hat

18 t hey c an own i t , and t hough t he peopl e ar en' t goi ng t o be

19 al l owed on i t , t hey mi ght not be abl e t o f enc e i t . So I

20 ur ge you - - i n t he c our s e of my t es t i mony, r eadi ng our

21 l et t er , and del i ber at i ng on t hi s pr oj ec t - - t o r eal i z e

22 t hat you have t he c apac i t y t o pos s i bl y t ake what c ur r ent l y

23 hol ds 81 uni t s and put 200 uni t s i n i t or t o t ake a

24 f oot pr i nt t hat bi g and s ay i t c an onl y hol d 44 uni t s l i ke

25 Al t er nat i ve 4, and put 81 uni t s i n i t j us t by maki ng

25
c
o
n
t
d.

26



Page 75

1 smaller pad sizes. There's no guarantee in the plan of

2 what pad size somebody gets. I think that this is

3 probably the best example of a project to implement that

4 strategy of making very small pads but potentially larger

5 lots to deal with that issue.

6 I think it's the best public policy, and given

7 that these people who own this property so long, the fact

8 that land values have increased so much, possibly gives

9 them economic potential to do that. We -- the Conservancy

10 agrees that the CPO alternative is the best because it

11 takes care of the wildlife-corridor issue, the

12 creek-buffer issues, view shed, and SEA protection. I

13 think the discussion should focus more on SEA 4 in the

14 alternative, and we commend staff for recommending that.

15 It's far from perfect. It still has significant impacts,

16 but it does what CEQA intends to do. It avoids impacts

17 and balances.

18 CHAIRMAN REW: Your time has expired. Let's see

19 if there's any questions. Any questions of this

20 gentleman?

21 MR. EDELMAN: For an agency I can't have more

22 than three minutes?

23 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: I would like to have you

24 kind of continue your discussion for a moment in relation

25 to what you're saying, but also relate to that portion
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1 wi t h t he CPO pl an t hat does not put any devel opment i n

2 bet ween Kanan and Cor nel l i n t hat di s t ur bed z one t her e.

3 MR. EDELMAN: The damages of t hat ? Wel l , t hat i s

4 a c r i t i c al wi l dl i f e, eas t - wes t wi l dl i f e c or r i dor next t o

5 t he c r eek. I t ' s abs ol ut el y i n t he f ac e of any mot or i s t i n

6 t hat ar ea - - any t r ai l us er and at t he gat eway of a

7 nat i onal r ec r eat i on ar ea, and i t ' s j us t f or s i x uni t s or

8 f or f i ve uni t s or even f or t en uni t s . I t ' s j us t an

9 i nf er i or pl ac e t o put devel opment on t hi s pr oper t y, mor e

10 s o t han any ot her por t i on of t he pr oper t y, ot her t han on

11 t he pent ac haet a ar ea.

12 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: Okay.

13 CHAI RMAN REW: That i t ? Thank you ver y muc h.

14 Yes , ma' am.

15 MS. FRENCH: Hi , my name i s Li z Fr enc h, and Car ol

16 Hur t i s c edi ng her t i me. I ' l l t r y not t o us e al l of i t .

17 J us t I t al k r eal l y f as t t oo.

18 CHAI RMAN REW: What di d you s ay agai n?

19 MS. FRENCH: See, I ' m al r eady doi ng i t . My name

20 i s Li z Fr enc h. Car ol Hur t - - s he' l l c ede her t i me t o me,

21 and I ' m goi ng t o t r y not t o us e i t al l . I j us t t al k

22 r eal l y f as t . Okay.

23 CHAI RMAN REW: Now, s omeone has gi ven t hei r t i me

24 t o you? You have not s poken al r eady?

25 MS. FRENCH: No.

27
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1 CHAI RMAN REW: So you' r e s ayi ng you need s i x

2 mi nut es ?

3 MS. FRENCH: I hope I onl y need f our and a hal f ,

4 but t hat went t o l i ke 9: 00 i n t he mi ddl e of t he ni ght , s o

5 . . .

6 CHAI RMAN REW: Set t he c l oc k f or f our and a hal f

7 mi nut es .

8 MS. FRENCH: I ' l l t al k t oo f as t . That ' s t he

9 pr obl em. My addr es s i s 900 Lat i go Canyon Road, Mal i bu,

10 Cal i f or ni a, about 10 or 12 mi l es f r om t he pr oj ec t s i t e.

11 I ' m not r eal l y near i t . The i mpl i c at i on t hat l yons

12 pent ac haet a i s not bl oomi ng i s s i mpl y i nac c ur at e. I don' t

13 c ondone t r es pas s i ng, but I under s t and c ount y s t af f i s

14 awar e of r ec ent r epor t s t hat t he pl ant i s - - I bel i eve t he

15 wor d was us ed ever ywher e on t he s i t e. I t bl ooms May t o

16 J une. I ' d l i ke t o s ugges t t hat t he appl i c ant and

17 c ommi s s i on member s c ome out t o t he s i t e and s ee i t i n

18 bl oom. That mi ght c l ear up any ques t i ons r egar di ng t he

19 c ur r ent s t at us .

20 CHAI RMAN REW: You' l l have t o s l ow up j us t a

21 l i t t l e bi t s o s he c an keep up wi t h you.

22 MS. FRENCH: I n many ways t he Dr af t EI R i gnor es

23 t he c ount y' s goal i n es t abl i s hi ng an SEA r es our c e

24 pr ot ec t i on. Ac c or di ng t o t he L. A. Count y Gener al Pl an,

25 r es our c e pr ot ec t i on t akes pr ec edenc e wi t hi n t he boundar i es

28

29



Page 78

1 of an SEA. The devel opment mus t be des i gned t o be, quot e,

2 hi ghl y c ompat i bl e wi t h bi ot i c r es our c es pr es ent . The

3 Dr af t EI R mus t i nc l ude a di s c us s i on of t he s i gni f i c anc e of

4 t he s i t e i n t he l ong- t er m r ec over y of l yons pent ac haet a

5 and Sant a Moni c a dudl eya. As of 1999 t he t ot al number of

6 i ndi vi dual l yons pent ac haet a pl ant s was es t i mat ed at

7 25, 000. The 2003 - - of t he Tr i angl e Ranc h s i t e r epor t ed

8 530, 000 pl ant s . The s i t e i s c r i t i c al t o t he ef f ec t i ve

9 r ec over y and dec l as s i f i c at i on of t he s pec i es . Thi s has t o

10 be addr es s ed i n t he Dr af t EI R.

11 I n r el at i on t o t he dudl eya, f ewer t han t en

12 l oc at i ons have been i dent i f i ed, ac t ual l y ni ne. Si x of

13 t hos e s i t es ar e i n pr i vat e hands . Bet ween 1992 and 2004

14 t he number of i ndi vi dual pl ant s doubl ed on t he Tr i angl e

15 Ranc h s i t e t o 600 pl ant s . That ' s a r emar kabl e f eat f or a

16 s pec i es t hat , at i t s mos t due t o i t s habi t at , i s ever

17 goi ng t o r eac h a c oupl e t hous and.

18 I want t o get t he bal l r ol l i ng on t he di s c i ng

19 di s c us s i on. I went t o t he SETAC meet i ng. They di s c us s ed

20 i n det ai l . We got t wo s ent enc es about i t i n t he Dr af t

21 EI R. I t hi nk i t ' s unc ons c i onabl e. Si nc e at l eas t 1999

22 t he pr oper t y owner has pos s es s ed an expens i ve bi ot a r epor t

23 of t he pr oj ec t s i t e. Sever al ar eas of l yons pent ac haet a

24 habi t at have been r epeat edl y di s c ed by weed abat ement

25 vendor s i n r ec ent year s , l eadi ng t o t he t aki ng of t he

29
c
o
n
t
d.

30

31



Page 79

1 f eder al l y endanger ed s pec i es . Count y weed abat ement

2 per s onnel wer e never made awar e of t he exi s t enc e of t hi s

3 pl ant on- s i t e unt i l 2004. I n al l of t hes e ar eas

4 hand- c l ear i ng was pos s i bl e and woul d have met t he c ount y' s

5 goal of f i r e phas i ng.

6 Fi r e pl ant not i c es wer e s ent t o t he pr oper t y

7 owner who al s o was t he r ec i pi ent of t he bi ot a r epor t . The

8 r epor t i nc l uded det ai l ed maps depi c t i ng t he l oc at i on of

9 t he l yons pent ac haet a on t he pr oj ec t s i t e as wel l as a

10 det ai l ed di s c us s i on of ac t i vi t i es t hat s houl d be avoi ded

11 t o pr ot ec t i t . Di s c i ng was i nc l uded i n t he l i s t of

12 har mf ul ac t i vi t i es t o avoi d. That memo i s al s o i n your

13 Dr af t EI R. I t ' s i n t he appendi x . I ac t ual l y - - i n my

14 l et t er I ' l l be s ubmi t t i ng s i nc e i t does n' t al l have t o be

15 ac c ur at e. I t has a c opy of t hat . I n 2004 af t er t he

16 ur gi ng of CPO member s t o c eas e al l di s c i ng on- s i t e, t he

17 c ount y di d meet wi t h t he pr oper t y owner s . Thes e

18 c ommuni c at i ons need t o be made publ i c .

19 No t aki ng per mi t has ever been r eques t ed of t he

20 Depar t ment of Fi s h and Game. Thi s l yons pent ac haet a ar ea

21 i s i n t he pr opos ed pr oj ec t f oot pr i nt . As many as 76, 000

22 i ndi vi dual pl ant s c oul d have been des t r oyed by t he di s c i ng

23 ac t i vi t y . I t ake t hat f r om s ome of t he dens i t i es t hat ar e

24 on- s i t e. The pr evi ous di s c i ng ac t i vi t i es and r es ul t ant

25 t aki ng of t he l yons pent ac haet a s houl d be i nc l uded i n t he
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1 pr oj ec t appl i c at i on. The dr af t EI R under es t i mat es t he

2 amount of l yons pent ac haet a i n pas s i ng.

3 Fi r e c l ear anc e - - we' r e di s c us s i ng 200 f eet .

4 Ther e ar e i ns t anc es wher e 300 f eet i s goi ng t o be r equi r ed

5 t o get your f i r e i ns ur anc e. Thi s ac t ual l y happened t o a

6 popul at i on of l yons pent ac haet a as has been di s c us s ed i n

7 t he 1999 s t at i on wi l dl i f e s er vi c e r ec over y pl an whi c h I ' m

8 at t ac hi ng t o my l et t er .

9 The l ands c ape pl an - - we have no l ands c ape pl an.

10 Thi s pl an i s a r eal l y poor c ompet i t or . I f anyt hi ng c omes

11 i n, i t ' s out .

12 The Cor nel l Road dedi c at i on - - t her e' s a t en- f oot

13 r oad dedi c at i on i n t he wi deni ng t hat ' s goi ng t o enc r oac h

14 i n t he l yons pent ac haet a i nt o oc c ur r enc e P- 1. Thi s i s an

15 addr es s . I t l ooks l i ke t he i nf i l t r at i on bas i n and t he

16 bas i n over f l ow - - def i ni t el y t he Zuma Ri dge Tr ai l - - al l

17 enc r oac h i nt o t he l yons pent ac haet a i s not addr es s ed. The

18 Dr af t EI R mus t addr es s al l t he pos s i bl e i mpac t s of

19 devel opment on t he s ens i t i ve s pec i es , not j us t t he di r ec t

20 l os s of habi t at f or f uel modi f i c at i on. The i nt r oduc t i on

21 of c ompet i t i ve weeds - - t he di s pl ac ement of l yons

22 pent ac haet a mus t be addr es s ed, t he l oc al hydr ol ogy, gopher

23 ac t i vi t y - - i t mi ght s ound s t r ange, but t hat ' s what t ook

24 c ar e of i t i n St unt Ranc h - - t he gopher s c ame i n; t he

25 pent ac haet a l ef t .
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1 Rec over y al s o r equi r es t he s et t i ng as i de of

2 addi t i onal pot ent i al habi t at . Lyons pent ac haet a wi l l

3 oc c upy di f f er ent por t i ons of appr opr i at e habi t at over t he

4 c our s e of s ever al year s . Ther ef or e, al l appr opr i at e

5 habi t at on t he s i t e s houl d be i dent i f i ed and ei t her s et

6 as i de i n t he open s pac e l ot wi t h adequat e buf f er i ng and

7 i nc l uded i n t he di s c us s i on of l evel of i mpac t t he pr opos ed

8 pr oj ec t has on t he s pec i es .

9 Am I out ?

10 CHAI RMAN REW: You' r e out of t i me. I f you want

11 t o s ubmi t s omet hi ng i n wr i t i ng, t hat ' s f i ne.

12 MS. FRENCH: I do have a l ot , s o I ' l l s ubmi t .

13 Thank you.

14 CHAI RMAN REW: Any ques t i ons of t hi s l ady?

15 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: I woul d l i ke t o as k one

16 ques t i on, and t hat i s , woul d you gi ve us a ver y br i ef

17 pos i t i on of your bac kgr ound.

18 MS. FRENCH: I have none. Oh, f or t hi s ? I ' m a

19 s t r anger . I am c ommi t t ed t o t hi s pl ant . I ' ve been

20 f ol l owi ng i t t he l as t year and a hal f , j us t as a

21 homeowner , not as a bi ol ogi s t , not as a bot ani s t . I j us t

22 r ead ever yt hi ng I c oul d and got my hands on i t . I ' m not

23 her e as s er t i ng I ' m an exper t . I ' m her e as ki ng ques t i ons

24 and not hi ng el s e. I ' d l i ke t hem t o pr ove me wr ong bec aus e

25 s o f ar , i t ' s pr et t y s c ar y.
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1 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: I was goi ng t o s ay, you

2 c ome wi t h a ver y s t r ong bac kgr ound.

3 MS. FRENCH: No, not r eal l y .

4 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: Thank you.

5 CHAI RMAN REW: Yes , ma' am.

6 MS. ARANCI BI A: Good mor ni ng. My name i s

7 Pat r i c i a Ar anc i bi a, and my addr es s i s 1925 Las Vi r genes

8 Road i n t he c i t y of Cal abas as , and I ' m her e t o r ead a

9 l et t er f r om our di s t r i c t s uper i nt endent , and I ' m

10 r epr es ent i ng t he Cal i f or ni a Depar t ment of Par ks and

11 Rec r eat i on, Angel es Di s t r i c t .

12 Good mor ni ng, Commi s s i oner s . The Cal i f or ni a

13 Depar t ment of Par ks and Rec r eat i on, Angel es Di s t r i c t ,

14 of f er s t he f ol l owi ng c omment s on t he Dr af t Envi r onment al

15 I mpac t Repor t f or t he Tr i angl e Ranc h pr oj ec t . The DEI R i s

16 i nadequat e due t o i t s f ai l ur e t o pr ovi de a meani ngf ul

17 pr oj ec t al t er nat i ve t hat avoi ds s i gni f i c ant i mpac t s t o

18 s ens i t i ve bi ol ogi c al r es our c es and t hat i s c ons i s t ent wi t h

19 t he goal s and t he pol i c i es of t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an. The

20 number of uni t s pr opos ed f or t hi s pr oj ec t i s t he maxi mum

21 t hat i s al l owed under t he pl an. However , i f t he pr opos ed

22 number and c onf i gur at i on of uni t s r es ul t s i n s i gni f i c ant

23 and unavoi dabl e i mpac t s t o bi ol ogi c al and s c eni c

24 r es our c es , a pr oj ec t al t er nat i ve mus t be pr es ent ed t hat

25 r educ es t he number of pr opos ed uni t s and/ or c l us t er s of
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1 uni t s t o r educ e t hes e i mpac t s .

2 The pr opos ed pr oj ec t l oc at i on i s a maj or gat eway

3 t o t he Sant a Moni c a Mount ai ns Nat i onal Rec r eat i on Ar ea and

4 i s i dent i f i ed i n t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an as a hi ghl y s c eni c

5 ar ea. The pr opos ed pr oj ec t s i t e c ont ai ns l yons

6 pent ac haet a, a s t at e and f eder al l y endanger ed pl ant

7 s pec i es , as wel l as Medea Cr eek whi c h dr ai ns i nt o Mal i bu

8 Cr eek, home of t he f eder al l y endanger ed s t eel head t r out

9 and t i de wat er goby. The pr opos ed pr oj ec t s i t e i s al s o

10 l oc at ed par t i al l y i n Los Angel es Count y Si gni f i c ant

11 Ec ol ogi c al Ar ea Number 6.

12 We s uppor t i nc l us i on i n t he f i nal Envi r onment al

13 I mpac t Repor t of an al t er nat i ve t hat r educ es s i z e, t hat

14 avoi ds i mpac t t o t he l yons pent ac haet a and Medea Cr eek,

15 and t hat i s c l us t er ed on t he eas t s i de of Kanan Road.

16 Thank you f or your c ons i der at i on. Si nc er el y, Ron

17 Sc haef f er , Di s t r i c t Super i nt endent .

18 CHAI RMAN REW: Thank you ver y muc h. Ques t i ons of

19 t hi s l ady? Thank you.

20 Yes , ma' am.

21 MS. BECK: Good mor ni ng, Commi s s i oner s . My name

22 i s Mel ani e Bec k. I ' m her e r epr es ent i ng Nat i onal Par k

23 Ser vi c e, 401 Wes t Hi l l c r es t Dr i ve, Thous and Oaks , 91360.

24 Nat i onal Par k Ser vi c e appr ec i at es t he oppor t uni t y

25 t o c omment on t he Tr i angl e Ranc h Dr af t EI R. The Nat i onal
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1 Par k Ser vi c e of f er s advi s or y c omment s on t he pr opos al s

2 wi t hi n t he nat i onal r ec r eat i on ar ea t o as s i s t l oc al

3 gover nment s i n i dent i f yi ng and mi ni mi z i ng t he pot ent i al

4 i mpac t s and t he adver s e us es f or t hi s devel opment . I n

5 of f er i ng t hes e c omment s , t he Nat i onal Par k Ser vi c e nei t her

6 s uppor t s nor oppos es devel opment pr opos al s .

7 I n c r eat i ng t he Sant a Moni c a Mount ai ns Nat i onal

8 Rec r eat i on Ar ea, t he Uni t ed St at es Congr es s f ound, quot e,

9 " Ther e ar e s i gni f i c ant s c eni c , r ec r eat i onal , educ at i onal ,

10 s c i ent i f i c , nat ur al , ar c heol ogi c al , and publ i c heal t h

11 benef i t s i n t he Sant a Moni c a Mount ai ns , " and t hat , quot e,

12 " Loc al uni t s of gover nment have t he aut hor i t y t o pr event

13 or mi ni mi z e adver s e us es . " Tr i angl e Ranc h i s l oc at ed

14 out s i de t he r ec r eat i on ar ea, but i t ' s adj ac ent .

15 Our par k gener al management pl an s t at es t he ar ea

16 f or s t udy f or f ut ur e i nc l us i on i n nat i onal r ec r eat i on

17 ar eas . The pr oper t y hos t s al l t he nat ur al , c ul t ur al , and

18 s c eni c r es our c es t hat pr ovi de t he bas i s f or why t he par k

19 was es t abl i s hed. We' ve c omment ed on var i ous i t er at i ons of

20 t he pr opos ed pr oj ec t . Eac h l et t er , i nc l udi ng f or t he

21 c ur r ent l y out , has voi c ed t he s ame s ugges t i on. Pr i or t o

22 dr af t i ng t he EI R, r edes i gn t he pr oj ec t t o pr ot ec t

23 c ul t ur al , nat ur al , and s c eni c r es our c es . The pr ef er r ed

24 al t er nat i ve as pr es ent ed i n t he EI R has not s i gni f i c ant l y

25 r educ ed t he pr oj ec t ' s mas s gr adi ng, bl as t i ng, hi gh
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1 r et ai ni ng wal l s , and ot her s i gns t hat t he pr oj ec t i s not

2 c ons i s t ent wi t h t he over al l mos t i mpor t ant pr i nc i pl e of

3 t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an: Let t he l and di c t at e t he us e.

4 I n s pi t e of r educ i ng t he number of per mi t s ,

5 f ur t her mor e, t he DEI R does not of f er f eas i bl e mi t i gat i on

6 f or t he pl ant s pec i es t hat have been di s c us s ed. I ' d l i ke

7 t o add one poi nt on t he l yons pent ac haet a whi c h t he

8 pr evi ous per s on was ver y ac c ur at e i n what s he c onveyed.

9 Lyons pent ac haet a i s endemi c t o t he Sant a Moni c a

10 Mount ai ns , and t hat means i t ' s onl y f ound i n t he Sant a

11 Moni c a Mount ai ns . Fur t her mor e, i t ' s onl y f ound i n t he

12 wes t er n par t of t he Sant a Moni c a Mount ai ns , s o i t ' s a ver y

13 s pec i f i c l oc at i on, and i t ' s a f i c kl e ki nd of s pec i es , does

14 not do wel l i n t r ans pl ant i ng, does not do wel l wi t h

15 enc r oac hment , ver y s ubj ec t t o nonnat i ve i nvas i on and

16 des t r uc t i on of t he popul at i on. Even t he EI R s pec i f i c al l y

17 f or t he ot her pl ant , t he Sant a Moni c a Mount ai ns dudl eya - -

18 i t s t at es t hat t hei r pr opos ed mi t i gat i on i s exper i ment al ,

19 and s o t her e' s no guar ant ee t hat ei t her of t hes e s pec i es

20 wi l l r eal l y be mi t i gat ed, owi ng t o t he devel opment of t he

21 pr oj ec t .

22 I n c onc l us i on, pr i or t o c er t i f yi ng t he EI R, we

23 c ont i nue t o r ec ommend r edes i gni ng t he pr ef er r ed

24 al t er nat i ve t o ac hi eve c ons i s t enc y wi t h not onl y t he Nor t h

25 Ar ea Pl an' s pr es c r i bed dens i t y, but al s o t he pl an' s
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1 c ons er vat i on and open- s pac e pol i c i es . And we t hank t he

2 c ount y f or addr es s i ng our c onc er ns and f or your l eader s hi p

3 i n gui di ng t he pr oj ec t devel opment i n a way t hat pr omot es

4 c ompat i bi l i t y wi t h t he s ur r oundi ng par kl and. I ' m happy t o

5 ans wer your ques t i ons .

6 CHAI RMAN REW: Thank you. Any ques t i ons of t hi s

7 l ady?

8 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: Mr . Chai r man.

9 CHAI RMAN REW: Yes .

10 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: We' ve t al ked a l i t t l e bi t

11 about - - and I di d not as k Mr . Edel man, and I ' m s or r y I

12 di dn' t . Woul d you, as t he nat i onal par k, be wi l l i ng t o

13 t ake a por t i on of t hat l and t hat ' s dedi c at ed f or publ i c

14 open s pac e i nt o t he par k s ys t em?

15 MS. BECK: At t hi s t i me we c an' t - - c annot

16 bec aus e i t ' s out s i de t he nat i onal r ec r eat i on ar ea

17 boundar y, but t hi s i s why - - i n t he f ut ur e - - s i nc e i t ' s

18 s l at ed f or f ut ur e s t udy f or i nc l us i on, per haps i n t he

19 f ut ur e i f anot her agenc y ac c ept ed i t or i f i t wer e open

20 s pac e and we get an ac t of c ongr es s t o br i ng t hi s l and

21 i nt o t he nat i onal r ec r eat i on ar ea, t hen we c oul d ac c ept

22 i t .

23 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: Do you deal wi t h t he

24 Mount ai n' s Res t or at i on Tr us t ?

25 MS. BECK: We do. They may be open t o t hi s ,
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1 al ong wi t h t he Cons er vanc y.

2 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: I di dn' t as k t he

3 Cons er vanc y, and I s houl d have.

4 CHAI RMAN REW: Fur t her ques t i ons ? Thank you.

5 Yes , ma' am.

6 MS. CULBERG: Leah Cul ber g. I l i ve at 32063 Lobo

7 Canyon Road i n Agour a. I am her e t oday t o s peak f or t he

8 Tr i anf ol obo ( phonet i c ) Communi t y As s oc i at i on i n s uppor t of

9 t he CPO al t er nat i ve. Tr i anf ol obo i s a c ommuni t y of s mal l

10 r anc hes var yi ng i n s i z e f r om 2 t o 40 ac r es . I t l i es at

11 t he bas e of t he s out h- f ac i ng s l ope of Ladyf ac e and i s t he

12 c l os es t c ommuni t y t o t he Tr i angl e Ranc h pr oper t y on t he

13 wes t s i de of Kanan Road. Bec aus e of our pr oxi mi t y and our

14 dai l y dr i ves t hr ough t hi s pr oper t y, we have a ves t ed

15 i nt er es t i n any i mpac t r es ul t i ng f r om devel opment .

16 CPO has as ked me t o s peak about t he wi l dl i f e, but

17 as a member of t he c ommi t t ee t hat hel ped t o dr af t t he

18 Nor t h Ar ea Pl an, I mus t r egi s t er my obj ec t i on t o t hi s

19 pr opos al bec aus e i t i s c ont r adi c t or y t o t he val ues t hat

20 we, t he c ommuni t y, es t abl i s hed t hr ough t he wr i t i ngs of

21 pl an and t he s ubs equent i mpl ement at i on t hr ough t he CSD.

22 Regar di ng t he l i s t s of s pec i es and t he

23 ac c ompanyi ng c omment s i n t he Dr af t EI R, t he f ol l owi ng

24 obs er vat i ons ar e r el at ed onl y t o t he s pec i es whos e

25 pr es enc e or ac t i vi t y ar e di f f er ent f r om what i s s t at ed. I
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1 have al s o i nc l uded t hei r s t at us as l i s t ed i n t he r epor t .

2 I have l i ved i n Lobo Canyon f or 28 year s , and f or many of

3 t hos e year s , I have kept a bi r d l i s t . I bel i eve i t i s

4 appr opr i at e t o as s ume t hat i f a s pec i es i s pr es ent i n our

5 c anyon, i t may al s o be pr es ent i n t he Tr i angl e Ranc h

6 pr oper t y. I have s een a j uveni l e bl ac k br own ni ght her on,

7 s pec i es of s pec i al c onc er n. The Dr af t EI R s t at es t hat

8 i t ' s not l i kel y even as a vi s i t or . I have s een Cal i f or ni a

9 nut c at c her s , f eder al t hr eat ened, mor e t han one. The

10 r epor t s ays t hat t hey have not been r epor t ed i n t hi s

11 r egi on. You may c ons i der t hi s an of f i c i al r epor t . I have

12 al s o s pot t ed gol den eagl es , f ul l y pr ot ec t ed and s pec i es of

13 s pec i al c onc er n, f or agi ng over t he ar ea near Kanan and

14 Agour a Road. And l as t s ummer I r epeat edl y s aw whi t e

15 t ai l ed ki t es , pr ot ec t ed s pec i al ani mal , hover i ng over t he

16 hi l l at t he s ame c or ner . Bec aus e of t he t i me of year , I

17 as s umed t hey had a nes t near by, whi c h c ont r adi c t s t he

18 Dr af t EI R whi c h s t at es t hat t hey ar e l i kel y t o be pr es ent

19 onl y as a wi nt er vi s i t or . I have been f or t unat e t o have

20 s een a r i ng- t ai l ed c at , f ul l y pr ot ec t ed, i n our c anyon one

21 eveni ng. Ther ef or e, t he l ow pot ent i al f or a c ur r ent

22 s i ght i ng i n t he Dr af t EI R s houl d be upgr aded t o moder at e.

23 Mount ai n l i ons , l i s t ed unc ommon, ar e not ed t o be pr es ent .

24 Mount ai n l i ons ar e mos t def i ni t el y l i vi ng t her e. A l ady

25 who l i ves on t he s out h s l ope of Ladyf ac e has s pot t ed t hem
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1 i n her yar d on a f ew oc c as i ons .

2 The Dr af t EI R c l ear l y needs s ome mor e wor k as i t

3 has been pr es ent ed. Addi t i onal l y , when habi t at , pl ant and

4 r i par i an c ommuni t i es ar e addr es s ed, t he number of

5 af f ec t ed, t hr eat ened, and unpr ot ec t ed ani mal s pec i es who

6 r es i de t her e i s ac t ual l y gr eat er t han as s umed by t hi s

7 r epor t . A f r i end of mi ne onc e s ai d, " I f you s ave t he

8 hous e but not t he gr oc er y s t or e, t he ani mal s c an' t

9 s ur vi ve. " We s houl d al s o add t hey need an unobs t r uc t ed

10 r oad t o t he s t or e. I f t hey c an' t get t o t hei r f ood, t he

11 f ac t t hat i t i s t her e won' t do t hem any good. When you

12 c ons i der pr ot ec t i ng habi t at f or t he f auna, you mus t

13 pr ot ec t t he pl ac es wher e t hey make t hei r homes , t he pl ant s

14 t hat t hey eat , t he wat er t hey dr i nk, and t he t r ai l s t hey

15 us e t o get t o t hem, or t hi s c umul at i ve ef f ec t of

16 des t r uc t i on of habi t at wi l l t ake i t s t ol l on bot h s pec i es ,

17 di ver s i t y , and t he number of r epr es ent at i ves of eac h

18 s pec i es . Thank you.

19 CHAI RMAN REW: Thank you. You c an s ubmi t

20 what ever you have i n wr i t i ng i f you r un out of t i me. Any

21 ques t i ons of t hi s l ady?

22 Now, t hi s i s goi ng t o be t he l as t s peaker bec aus e

23 we' r e goi ng t o l os e our quor um at 12: 00, and we have t o

24 t ake s ome ac t i on as t o a c ont i nuat i on, a dat e f or t he

25 c ont i nuat i on, and s o on. So t hi s wi l l be t he l as t

41 contd.
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1 s peaker . However , i f t hi s publ i c hear i ng i s c ont i nued,

2 whi c h I bel i eve i t ' s goi ng t o be, i t wi l l be open agai n t o

3 peopl e i n f avor , peopl e wi t h c onc er ns , and peopl e t hat ar e

4 agai ns t t he pr oj ec t .

5 Yes , s i r .

6 MR. HOLMES: Yes . My name i s Rober t Hol mes . I

7 r es i de at 3700 Ol d Oak Road i n Agour a, f ai r l y - -

8 i mmedi at el y adj ac ent t o t hi s pr opos ed pr oj ec t . Today I ' m

9 goi ng t o r ead a l et t er f r om Save Open Spac e, whi c h i s a

10 c ommuni t y or gani z at i on f or pr es er vi ng open s pac e i n t he

11 Sant a Moni c as .

12 Save Open Spac e i s a r egi onal or gani z at i on

13 r epr es ent i ng hundr eds of r es i dent s i n Los Angel es and

14 Vent ur a Count y. SOS oppos es t he Tr i angl e Ranc h pr oj ec t as

15 pr opos ed i n t he i nadequat e Dr af t Envi r onment al I mpac t

16 Repor t bef or e you t oday. SOS oppos es t hes e pr opos ed

17 pr oj ec t s bec aus e t he t hr eat ened Sant a Moni c a dudl eya wi l l

18 be wi ped out .

19 Number t wo, L. A. Count y' s l ar ges t known

20 popul at i on of t he endanger ed l yons pent ac haet a wi l l be

21 damaged.

22 Number t hr ee, t he pr opos ed 70- f oot s l ope wi l l be

23 vi s i bl e f r om s c eni c r oadways .

24 Number 4, 30- f oot r et ai ni ng wal l s ar e

25 i nc ons i s t ent wi t h t he Nor t h Ar ea Pl an.
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1 Number f i ve, dus t f r om 500, 000 c ubi c yar ds of

2 gr adi ng, over hal f of i t i n t he SEA wi l l c aus e dus t and

3 damage t o t he whol e SEA. Thr ee bl ue- l i ne s t r eams - -

4 Lander o Cr eek, Paul a Cumado Cr eek, and Medea Cr eek - -

5 c onver ge on t he pr oj ec t s i t e. Medea Cr eek i s an i mpai r ed

6 wat er way, and t hi s pr oj ec t wi l l make t he s i t uat i on wor s e.

7 The DEI R t r eat ment of wat er - qual i t y i s s ues i s f l awed and

8 def er s many s er i ous ques t i ons r egar di ng BMPs t o a l at er

9 dat e.

10 The s i t e al s o s er ves as an i mpor t ant eas t - wes t

11 wi l dl i f e c or r i dor , and t he DEI R - - EI R - - exc us e me - -

12 i gnor es t hi s f ac t . Ur ban t r ac t - s t yl e hous i ng do not

13 bel ong i n t he Sant a Moni c a Mount ai ns . The s t r eet l i ght s ,

14 c ur bs , s i dewal ks , and ur ban t r ac t hous es c al l ed f or i n t he

15 pr oj ec t pr opos al ar e not hi ng s hor t of bl i ght i n t hi s r ur al

16 gat eway t o t he Sant a Moni c a Mount ai ns . And t hi s l et t er

17 was s i gned by Mayor Wi s ebr oc k, who i s t he c hai r of t he

18 SOS.

19 CHAI RMAN REW: Thank you. Ques t i ons of t hi s

20 gent l eman? Thank you ver y muc h.

21 Al l r i ght . That c onc l udes f or t oday t he publ i c

22 hear i ng por t i on. I t now i s a mat t er f or c ommi s s i on

23 ac t i on. Commi s s i oner s , I know s ome of you have t o l eave,

24 s o what ' s our - -

25 COMMI SSI ONER HELSLEY: Mr . Chai r man.

47
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1          CHAIRMAN REW:  Mr. Helsley.

2          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  I would like to put a

3 motion on the floor or on the table for discussion, for

4 continuing discussion.

5          I move that the Regional Planning Commission

6 continue the public hearing and direct the applicant to do

7 a redesign, and I would like to discuss that redesign of

8 this project more in the spirit of the North Area Plan,

9 not necessarily Alternative 4 and the Draft Environmental

10 Impact Report, and that that be continued to a date that

11 staff can give us.

12          CHAIRMAN REW:  Are we clear on the motion?  We

13 need a second.

14          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  Second.

15          CHAIRMAN REW:  All right.  We have a motion and

16 second.  Discussion on the motion.  Further discussion?

17          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Yes, as we look at the

18 plan that has been presented, I think the alternative

19 motion that was presented by staff was we deny this, I

20 think, is probably more applicable to this project than

21 the motion that I made.  But I think that there are some

22 factors that have been brought forth that can be ironed

23 out or worked out as an alternative plan, and in those all

24 alternatives, I think that there needs to be these items

25 taken into consideration, that the SEA on the east side of
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1 Cornell Road be limited to a maximum of four houses or

2 thereabouts, so it has the greatest protection of that

3 view shed and that habitat.  The housing should be in the

4 lower portion where it is roadway-accessible and does not

5 exceed the fire department's driveway lengths as it

6 relates to that portion.

7          The housing in the area of the west side -- I

8 think the Alternative 4 talks about, I think, 26, 28 homes

9 in that area, and it is 26 homes.  I think that it has the

10 potential of moving into the 28 homes if there are smaller

11 pad sizes put into there.  The homes on the top portion or

12 the highest portion of it need to have single stories

13 rather than being two stories.  The retaining walls and

14 the cut slopes need to be kept at a minimum because they

15 become visible as you come into the Santa Monica Mountains

16 and present a impact there that becomes very critical for

17 the character of the Santa Monicas.

18          The aspect of along the roadway of Kanan Road --

19 I know in my area, the Mulholland area, the houses are

20 built fairly close, and the house is basically unlivable

21 because of the motorcycle activity along that roadway, so

22 there needs to be a good berm that is going to provide a

23 sound barrier and a visual barrier from that roadway for

24 those houses to be really enjoying the area that they are

25 being developed in.
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1          The trail as it continues through the center

2 section of this -- I think has the potential of being

3 highly impacted by development in the section between

4 Kanan and Cornell, but I do believe that there is a

5 potential that maybe six houses, four to six houses, could

6 be put into that in a way in which it is unobtrusive to

7 the trail and the characteristic of the waterway.  The

8 alternative has the roadway going near the waterway, so it

9 acts as a buffer, and I think that that should be kept as

10 much as possible so that there is the visual buffer and it

11 also, if there is going to be people on the trailway, it

12 buffers them from the homes that would be to the west side

13 of the area.

14          The lighting should be at a bare, bare minimum.

15 The public roadways or the private roadways that are built

16 to public standards should be minimal lighting and should

17 not impact the night sky.  If tennis courts are going to

18 be built, there needs to be constrictions on the property

19 that those lights turn off probably 9:00, 9:30 type of

20 thing so that they don't go on into the night, and they

21 must be highly shielded along with the -- I would

22 suspect -- the streetlights.

23          The limitation of the elevation, building

24 elevation, should be limited so that it corresponds with

25 that portion of Agoura Hills so it doesn't go beyond the
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1 1,100-foot level of elevation, and that would be

2 particularly on the west side of the development as it

3 comes forward in development.

4          For the homeowners along Kanan Road, I think that

5 the setbacks need to be fairly reasonable.  If there is no

6 berm, there needs to be a greater setback for the building

7 pad.  If there's a berm, it could be closer because the

8 sound would be bounced up over the top of that area.

9          I realize that alternative designs are not

10 inexpensive, and it is, I think, something that becomes a

11 cost that I don't like to see continued into many

12 different alternatives, but it seems that the alternative

13 that is being proposed by the Cornell Association is a

14 minimal position, and I think that you can go a little

15 higher than that.  I don't think it should be going beyond

16 36, 38 homes in the project.

17          As we've taken a look at the North Area Plan, it

18 talks about the visual and the land dictating the use.

19 This is an entryway in a rural zone.  The coordination of

20 this project with a project that we don't know much about

21 in the city of Agoura Hills -- I think we need more

22 information how those two intermesh, one with the other,

23 as to whether it's a high-density development or just

24 across the boundary, and how, then, can we get this so

25 that they phase together in that position.
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1          Those are the concerns that I think that I have

2 as coming back to us in a revised plan.  The secondary

3 ridgeline, Alternative 4, does take care of that.  I think

4 that it does take care of concerns other than on the east

5 side where the -- we still have retaining walls, and I

6 mentioned that those properties or those developments

7 should be minimal and close to the road on that east side.

8          The drainage of the land and the counting of open

9 space for roadways, I think, is a concern that has been

10 voiced a couple of times.  I think that they both are

11 workable within that plan that will provide adequate space

12 for them.

13          I would like staff to see about coming back with

14 is there a proportion that relates to lot size and pad

15 size would be giving us a rural character, maintaining a

16 rural character compared to a more urban character, and

17 those extremities that goes into open space, that that be

18 applied to the lots on those areas, and if the development

19 in Agoura Hills is a little more intense, that there be a

20 lot size and pad size that is more blended into that

21 development area so that there's a character -- rural

22 character that can be continued on with the relationship

23 with pad and lot relationships.

24          I think those are the main areas of concern that

25 I have coming back for the -- in the spirit of the North
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1 Area Plan, not taking Alternative Number 4, but in

2 bringing back the spirit of the North Area Plan as we take

3 and look at this area that is the gateway to the Santa

4 Monicas, Kanan Road.

5          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  Mr. Chairman.

6          CHAIRMAN REW:  Commissioner Bellamy, let me ask a

7 question of counsel first.  The motion was rather precise,

8 but then the commissioners made a great deal of

9 suggestions.  I'm concerned about the fact that we have

10 not closed the public hearing, and there has been a

11 request for changes, alterations, that without having the

12 applicant the ability to rebut what was offered in the

13 public hearing, and we have stated that we will continue

14 the public hearing, and that means we'll be taking more

15 testimony.  I think the applicant has heard the concerns

16 of the commissioner, you know, and may want to consider

17 them.  However, I'm concerned that we have not heard a

18 rebuttal.

19          MR. HAFETZ:  Mr. Chair, I have similar concerns.

20 I think it may be helpful for the applicant in going back

21 to some of the concerns that Mr. Helsley has.  However, I

22 would propose that we allow the public hearing to play

23 itself out, have rebuttal, and then have your commission

24 consider modifications, proposed modifications to the

25 project.  That would seem to me to be -- although it may
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1 delay the time because that may be where we end up at the

2 end of the next public hearing, I still think that is the

3 normal protocol procedure, and it would make sense in this

4 instance.

5          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  Mr. Chairman.

6          CHAIRMAN REW:  Commissioner Bellamy and then

7 Commissioner Modugno.

8          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  My concern is when I first

9 got on this commission that there were suggestions made to

10 the applicant, the developer, that they come in with

11 alternative plans.  Then they would come in with an

12 alternative plan, and that alternative plan wasn't

13 accepted, so they had to come in with another alternative

14 plan.  Then that alternative plan wasn't accepted.  And I

15 don't want to go through that process.  I really don't.

16 And it's expensive for the developer.  It doesn't make any

17 sense to me, and is there any way at all that if they're

18 going to do an alternative plan, can we see it before the

19 hearing so that it's not a perpetual ten hearings for

20 alternative plans?  And it's going to happen.  Believe me,

21 it's going to happen.  I just don't want to go through

22 that whole process.

23          CHAIRMAN REW:  We've only had 11 hearings on --

24          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  Yeah, I know.  That's my

25 concern.
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1          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  We don't ever want to do

2 that again, okay?

3          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  Mr. Chairman, I was going

4 to share some of the same sentiments and statements that

5 Commissioner Bellamy made.  What was presented to us today

6 was really denial of the project or a continuance and

7 asking for some level of redesign.  From my standpoint, I

8 clearly would support some development on this project.

9 We've got people who have owned this for a long period of

10 time.  Over the course of years they probably could have

11 done a much more egregious project, as we well know, long

12 before the North Area Plan was put in place, long before

13 the incorporation of the neighboring city of Agoura Hills,

14 long before most of the people in this room have even

15 lived in the community.

16          So the fact that we have become more sensitive to

17 a number of issues doesn't say that suddenly they can't do

18 anything, and I think we need to respect the fact that

19 they've owned this land and are entitled to do something.

20 I would not be so bold as to say how many homes that

21 should be.  Whether it's 80, whether it's 10, whether's

22 it's 50, whether it's a hundred -- you know, it should be

23 consistent with the North Area Plan.  It should be

24 sensitive to the issues that have been raised by staff and

25 by the community.
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1          I think playing this out, the one piece that I

2 was -- would reflect on, though, that I certainly support

3 rural standards, and I think all of us probably would move

4 forward and say we don't need to come back with a plan

5 that's going to have county standard streetlights, curbs,

6 gutters, and sidewalks.

7          That being said, I'd really like the applicant to

8 be able to move forward, whether they come back at the

9 next hearing with any sort of plans or whether we continue

10 this for the purpose of additional testimony from those

11 who are opposed to it, who have not had a chance to speak.

12 Clearly if there is any other, we cut off the people who

13 were proponents, and maybe we leave it at that and allow,

14 at least, the applicant the chance of rebuttal.  Then we

15 sit down and start to sort of negotiate it out.

16          But I agree with Commissioner Bellamy in terms of

17 don't come back at the next hearing with a revised project

18 because we really haven't gotten the full extent of --

19 allowed the applicant the chance to rebut and to really

20 get a lot of input back and forth.  I think when they come

21 back, clearly they have reflected upon or had a chance to

22 reflect on the comments that have been made, individually

23 by commissioners, collectively by commissioners, and

24 clearly by the public, and we can begin to get at

25 something before you spend significant dollars toward
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1 another project because I don't think that's the intent of

2 this commission, to keep returning with Plan A, Plan B,

3 Plan C, D, et cetera, and then ultimately we end up with

4 something entirely outside that.

5          CHAIRMAN REW:  Commissioner Valadez.

6          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  I concur with Commissioner

7 Modugno in terms of something.  You have the right to

8 build something here, and we have to honor that right for

9 individuals who own parcels.  Even if they only purchased

10 them five years ago, they still have a right to build on

11 this property.  It's zoned appropriately for development.

12 It's not an A-1 50,000-square-foot-lot development.  It

13 has appropriate zoning for residential development of the

14 size and character that we're looking at right now, so

15 it's not an A zone.

16          Secondarily, I appreciate and really would like

17 to see that Agoura Hills development.  In other words, if

18 there is another development coming into that area that's

19 being done, it would be very helpful by the time we come

20 back next time to be able to know what we're looking at

21 there.  Is it a development that's compatible with -- you

22 know, is it a rural character, or is it a large lot

23 development?  What would we be looking at?  For us to

24 limit something to 20 units and only to find out that 150

25 units is being next door, I think would be difficult to be
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1 able to deal with.

2          Then thirdly, just the best way -- I don't know

3 if I want to say this number of units just like Mr.

4 Modugno; however, I think we do have to have the applicant

5 take the concerns about grading, about the SEA, all of

6 those things, and be able to deal with them and recognize

7 that this number right now may not deal with all of those

8 concerns.  Somewhere between zero and 81, there's an

9 appropriate number to deal with all the concerns that are

10 going to be raised before -- when we finish public comment

11 and commissioner issues.

12          CHAIRMAN REW:  We do have a motion on the floor,

13 and it has been seconded.

14          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Mr. Chairman, I would like

15 to indicate why I went through that litany, and that is

16 that I would like to see if we could shorten the process

17 for the applicant, in that it's been a long process, and

18 we certainly, I think, need to take into consideration and

19 try to get this moving forward, and that's why I made the

20 motion without that information in it so that it could go

21 forward in that manner.  But I think that the comment made

22 by the commissioners in relation to -- you've heard a lot

23 of testimony and concern, but we've not heard it all.

24 There's no question about that.  But I think we've heard a

25 base position from the community and the concerns.  We've
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1 heard it from some of the public agencies, and so in

2 trying to see if we could shorten that process, that's

3 where my comments were coming from.

4          CHAIRMAN REW:  And I agree with you.  I

5 appreciate your effort to shorten it.  I'm just concerned

6 about taking action of this type without a rebuttal period

7 and without even hearing from everyone that wanted to

8 speak because I take it there were more people that wanted

9 to speak.

10          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  So is it appropriate, I

11 guess, Mr. Chair, at this point just to put another motion

12 on the table or just to continue?

13          MR. HAFETZ:  I would vote on that motion, and

14 then place another motion on.

15          CHAIRMAN REW:  Okay.  All right.  We have a

16 motion before us.  I take it we're all clear on the

17 motion.

18          All in favor of the motion, signify by saying

19 aye.

20          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  I would say aye.

21          CHAIRMAN REW:  Opposed?

22          COMMISSIONERS:  No (Rew, Bellamy, Modugno,

23 Valadez).

24          CHAIRMAN REW:  All right.  So we still have some

25 action before us.
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1          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  Mr. Chairman, I would

2 suggest that we have a continued public hearing at a date

3 certain as soon as we can schedule it to hear the

4 additional testimony and allow the applicant the rebuttal,

5 the courtesy of the rebuttal at that stage, and if at that

6 point, they want to look for some guidance from us, that

7 that would be the appropriate course, and then come back

8 with a redesigned project.  I would just ask for a date

9 certain.

10          MR. HAFETZ:  Well, before we do that, I would

11 just like to make a comment to the extent we are

12 keeping -- the motion is to keep the public hearing open.

13 I would clarify that it would allow proponents and

14 opponents to speak at the next --

15          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  And continue to provide

16 written testimony up until that day.

17          MR. HAFETZ:  Very good.

18          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  I would second that.

19          MR. HAFETZ:  We just need a date certain.

20          MR. MENESES:  I would recommend July 6th.  That

21 is a date that we had reserved especially for a

22 continuance.

23          COMMISSIONER BELLAMY:  I'll be out.  We're both

24 out.

25          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  We're both out.  You can
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1 ask the applicant if they want to go forward with three

2 commissioners.

3          MR. MENESES:  Well, that would be something that

4 the chairman could ask for.

5          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  I would prefer we not.

6          CHAIRMAN REW:  Mr. Moore, would you please come

7 forward.  Now I'm not allowing you a rebuttal period.

8 What I'm asking you is your reaction to what discussion

9 the commission has had in the last few minutes.

10          MR. MOORE:  Several points.  Indeed, we insist on

11 a right to rebuttal.  I mean, and I think you'd agree with

12 that.  And frankly, we're looking forward to that

13 opportunity.  I mean, there's a great -- these hearings on

14 complex projects are more a process, and we don't feel

15 like we've even put our information forth yet.  It's a

16 continuing process, so we're looking forward to that, and

17 we know that's the sentiment of the commission.  We

18 certainly have heard Commissioner Helsley.  We have heard

19 members of the community.  During the break I was looking

20 forward to sitting down with Paul Edelman, and we're

21 encouraged, and we're ready to make some offers in various

22 ways.  Without getting into the details, we want to come

23 back.  We want to hear the rest of the opposition.  We

24 want to file more information, and we look forward to

25 coming back.  But I didn't hear that continuing hearing
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1 date.

2          CHAIRMAN REW:  Well, the date was July 6th, but

3 two of the commissioners will not be here, and

4 Commissioner Helsley would prefer that we have a full

5 commission when we hear this again.

6          MR. MOORE:  We admire the commission and the

7 hearing process.  I think we would appreciate a

8 continuance so that we can have a full commission.

9          CHAIRMAN REW:  A full commission, all right.

10 Well, in essence, what we're saying, staff, is that the

11 commission is of the opinion that we should continue the

12 public hearing, that the applicant for both opponents and

13 proponents, and the applicant has heard some information

14 today that they may wish on their own to -- in the second

15 public hearing or a continued public hearing -- to start

16 with a 15 -- we'll give them 15 minutes to make a

17 presentation that may include some changes that we're not

18 necessarily directing at this time.

19          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  At their option.  I think

20 that's at their option because they may not want to do

21 anything except rebuttal, and I think maybe we should just

22 reference rebuttal and not deal with anything, you know,

23 and just let it go.

24          MR. HAFETZ:  I agree with Commissioner Valadez on

25 that point.
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1          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  I think we just need to

2 let it go for rebuttal only.

3          CHAIRMAN REW:  The rebuttal may contain some

4 things that --

5          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Whatever they'd like to

6 put in their rebuttal, they can do so.

7          CHAIRMAN REW:  Do we have a date, Mr. Meneses?

8          MR. MENESES:  Looking at the calendar, I would

9 suggest --

10          CHAIRMAN REW:  Do you have the commission

11 calendar?

12          MR. MENESES:  It would probably need to go to

13 August.  It was suggested August 10th, but that's the day

14 that you're having the Brown and Ferris (phonetic) coming

15 back to you, so I would suggest, then, August 17th.

16          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  Mr. Chairman, may I ask

17 this?  Is there -- do we have such heavy agendas in June

18 because if it's merely having an opportunity for rebuttal

19 and then getting some more direction and some other

20 comments, we may not need two or three or four hours for

21 this because there's going to be, I suspect, then, another

22 public hearing afterwards, hopefully with a redesigned

23 project after we've reflected upon this.  So I'd rather

24 see us do it sooner rather than later while it's fresh and

25 then look at the later date for the longer hearing with a
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1 potentially redesigned project --

2          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Maybe if they tell us,

3 then we are prepared for the fact that we may have to be

4 here longer, and they say it's a longer one, you know, we

5 can prepare for staying later on that day.

6          CHAIRMAN REW:  How about June 22nd?  Are we all

7 here?

8          MR. MENESES:  That's a planning date.  That's

9 when you're discussing the Florence Firestone community

10 enhancement.  That date is usually for one day out of the

11 month.

12          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  I don't think Florence

13 Firestone Community Enhancement is going to take a very

14 long time.  No.

15          CHAIRMAN REW:  Well, I don't think the other one

16 is either on the density bonus.

17          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  No, I don't think that

18 will be a very long discussion either.

19          MR. MENESES:  If that's your preference, we can

20 schedule cases on the 22nd if you prefer.

21          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  I would suggest that we do

22 that because we are entering a period of time which is

23 July when a lot of commissioners are out.  We're going to

24 be very low.  I'm off for two meetings.  Commissioner

25 Bellamy is out for one.  Every commissioner is out now, in
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1 August after that pretty much, so we're not going to have

2 five.

3          COMMISSIONER MODUGNO:  Let me include that date

4 in my motion as June 22nd.

5          CHAIRMAN REW:  So we're all clear on Commissioner

6 Modugno's motion now includes the date of June 22nd?  And

7 the second was who?

8          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Commissioner Helsley.

9          CHAIRMAN REW:  Discussion on that motion?

10          All in favor, signify by saying aye.

11          COMMISSIONERS:  Aye (all).

12          CHAIRMAN REW:  Opposed?  (No response.)  Motion

13 carries.  Thank you very much.

14          COMMISSIONER HELSLEY:  Mr. Chairman, would you

15 reflect again on the process, then, for we're not looking

16 for alternatives.

17          CHAIRMAN REW:  We're going to continue the public

18 hearing, take testimony both from proponents and

19 opponents, and allow the applicant to have rebuttal, and

20 then at that time then the commission can direct, make a

21 motion.

22          COMMISSIONER VALADEZ:  Can do whatever they

23 normally do.

24          CHAIRMAN REW:  Okay.  Are we clear on that?

25
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1 Los Angeles, California, Wednesday, June 22, 2005

2 -0-

3

4 CHAIRMAN REW: We're moving on now to Item Number

5 6, public hearing. If you're exiting the room, would you

6 please do so quietly.

7 Item Number 6 is a public hearing that has been

8 continued. We're going to briefly hear a staff report

9 first, covering information that has been brought to their

10 attention since the last meeting.

11 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Mr. Chairman, before we do

12 that, I'd like to pass to you an e-mail that I received as

13 a public comment to me so that it's a disclosure that's

14 from the Las Virgenes Homeowners Federation President,

15 Steve Hess.

16 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you for reminding me. Any

17 commissioners have any ex parte communications to disclose

18 regarding Item Number 6, other than this e-mail that

19 Commissioner Helsley has just given us? And we'll check

20 with Commissioner Valadez. Commissioner Valadez, any ex

21 parte communications?

22 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: No.

23 CHAIRMAN REW: Yes, staff.

24 MS. TAE: Project 91718 is a proposal for a

25 residential development of 81 single-family homes in the
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1 Santa Monica Mountains North Area. The applicant does

2 request approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map Number

3 52419, and conditional use permit and oak tree permits

4 97178 in the 3rd supervisorial district.

5 Public hearing was opened on May 18th, 2005, and

6 after staff's presentation, testimony was taken from the

7 applicant and the public. The public hearing was

8 continued to June 22nd so that everyone would have an

9 opportunity to testify and the applicant an opportunity

10 for rebuttal. The applicant has submitted additional

11 information Thursday after distribution of the

12 commission's package, and was sent under separate letter

13 to your commission. Staff would like to acknowledge the

14 hard work of the applicant in presenting their project and

15 exhibits provided in their little package.

16 After further review, staff would like to verify,

17 however, that its recommendation to the commission was

18 regarding Alternative 4. Alternative 4 is considered the

19 environmentally superior alternative in the Draft EIR.

20 Staff worked closely with the consultants to ensure that

21 an alternative was provided that avoided all impacts to

22 the endangered lyons pentachaeta and other sensitive

23 species. Staff's recommendation for Alternative 4 is

24 intended for the environmental impacts this clearly

25 reduces.
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1 As the applicant stated in its June 26th --

2 excuse me -- June 16th commission package, the design has

3 not had the benefit of careful planning as compared to the

4 current proposal. Therefore, staff recommends a redesign

5 that addresses all of the parameters given to the

6 consultant in designing Alternative 4 with respect to

7 sensitive species, so that with this redesign, the

8 applicant can work closely with staff and the subdivision

9 committee in reviewing the project for technical

10 feasibility and plan consistency.

11 Also included in the applicant's June 16th

12 package is discussion of the project's minimization of

13 grading inside the disturbed area where temporary stables

14 have been erected and nearby land has been used for

15 grading. The county biologist, following up on separate

16 reports from neighbors, conducted a site visit on

17 June 21st and came upon the existing horse facility. The

18 keeping of domestic and wild animals maintained as pets is

19 not permitted in the RPD zone without a primary use on the

20 subject property. And this is considered a zoning

21 violation. Beekeeping, which is also cited in the package

22 and was witnessed by staff during staff visits, is also in

23 violation of the zoning code.

24 These are in addition to the existing zoning

25 violations that have already been cited at the May 18th
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1 public hearing which included the occupation of R.V.s and

2 inoperable vehicles on the property. The violations that

3 were previously cited have not yet been abated. The

4 county's zoning enforcement section has been notified of

5 these additional violations, and further action will be

6 taken. Even further, what the applicant's package failed

7 to disclose is that the location of the temporary horse

8 facility is in the same location as the map and publicly

9 disclosed population of endangered lyons pentachaeta.

10 This is in direct violation of the State Endangered

11 Species Act. This is also contrary to other information

12 provided by the applicant that they intend to protect the

13 lyons pentachaeta. As staff has been informed, the

14 facility has been in operation for approximately three to

15 four months, so right about the time after the release of

16 the Draft Environmental Impact Report, and the operator of

17 this facility was never informed by the owners that an

18 endangered species did exist in that area. The biologist

19 is available, should you have specific questions regarding

20 the appearance of the site as of yesterday and discussions

21 with the operator.

22 Staff does continue to feel that the project does

23 not meet many of the goals and policies of the North Area

24 Plan with sensitive, compatible design. Also recent

25 information regarding the activities surrounding the lyons
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1 pentachaeta requiring resolution -- require resolution as

2 these are both in violation of the county code and the

3 State Endangered Species Act. Pursuant to Section

4 22.04.110, the continued public hearing should not be set

5 until all violations are abated. After the applicant's

6 redesign, technical review by staff including the

7 subdivision committee should also occur so that a feasible

8 project comes back before the commission for further

9 review. Therefore, staff recommends that the public

10 hearing be continued off-calendar so that the applicant

11 may redesign to the intent of Alternative 4 of the Draft

12 EIR as well as abate existing violations to county code

13 and State Endangered Species Act. If there are no further

14 questions, that concludes staff's presentation.

15 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of staff?

16 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: You know, Mr. Chair, I

17 just have one issue that I know is unrelated to what I

18 think is a very serious staff report. And that is, when I

19 said there were no ex parte communications, I had an issue

20 after I thought about it for a few minutes, and that is

21 that I received a parcel at my office directly from the

22 applicant with documents and things in it that was mailed

23 to us. Was that mailed by staff, or did I get that --

24 MS. TAE: It was staff's understanding that the

25 applicant provided packages to our commission's secretary
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1 on the Thursday before, as packages were distributed, so

2 if something was mailed separate to you, Commissioner

3 Valadez, staff was not aware of that.

4 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: There was a second FedEx

5 package.

6 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: Okay. Was that sent by

7 staff?

8 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: That was sent by staff,

9 even though it was fully enclosed from the applicant.

10 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: Okay. Thank you.

11 CHAIRMAN REW: With a cover letter, saying it was

12 received after.

13 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: I didn't get it. All I

14 got was the package on my desk, so I wasn't sure how that

15 got to me. I didn't know if it came from staff or the

16 applicant. Thank you.

17 CHAIRMAN REW: Any other questions of staff?

18 Mr. Moore, do you wish to make a presentation now

19 or save everything for rebuttal or whatever? If you want

20 to make a presentation now, then give us your name and

21 address.

22 MR. MOORE: Thank you for the inquiry. I'll

23 simply respond to your question. I'm Charles Moore, 2049

24 Century Park East, Los Angeles. We would prefer to

25 conclude the opposition. In view of the hour, and while I

June 22, 2005 Public Hearing Transcript



Page 7

1 don't know if all the commissioners will be able to remain

2 during the lunch hour, but I am, on behalf of the

3 applicant, going to request that the commission schedule

4 the field trip which we believe that this is such a unique

5 site that the full commission should be afforded the

6 opportunity of viewing this site. So I want to make that

7 request now, but we would defer to the interested persons

8 who are continuing their testimony.

9 CHAIRMAN REW: Your request is noted.

10 All right. We're going to take testimony now

11 from those in the audience that wish to speak in favor of

12 this. Now keep in find that this is a continued public

13 hearing. We took testimony from those that wish to speak

14 in favor last time, and many of you conveyed to us the

15 same thing, that you were long-time investors and that you

16 were anxious that this thing was going to come to a

17 conclusion of some type so that you or your heirs or

18 whatever can see the fruits of your investment. So that

19 information we're aware of. There's no need to keep

20 repeating that over and over. But is there anyone else in

21 the audience that wishes to testify in favor that did not

22 have the opportunity to speak last time that we held this

23 public hearing?

24 Okay. Is there anyone in the audience now

25 whether or not you spoke last time that wishes to give
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1 some type of testimony in favor of? All right. Would you

2 come forward now. Keep in mind, try not to repeat

3 anything that you repeated last time. If there's more

4 than one, please come forward, occupy all the seats.

5 Remember you are limited to three minutes. When one seat

6 is vacated, the next person that wishes to speak, come and

7 fill that vacant seat. And then you can slide that over

8 so that the next person can sign in. Yes, sir, give us

9 your name and address.

10 MR. BERLIN: I'm Larry Berlin at 3642 Crown

11 Street. That's Palm Desert, California 92211. I took a

12 peak at this map a couple days ago, and I got to thinking

13 about it, that where this project would be developed would

14 offer a buffer from the commercial property that's on the

15 101. I would think that the opposition should be very

16 much in favor of this. In fact, zoning generally tries to

17 put in a buffer between whatever the development is.

18 I want to bring some attention -- your attention

19 that we have everything to make the project fit with the

20 area. We have the plans, the ordinances, and the

21 surrounding communities, and we're leaving 85 percent of

22 the land for public good use, which is environmentally

23 sensitive.

24 The planned housing is only 81, not the 200 that

25 was considered many years ago. I think we've done our
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1 share just the way the earlier hearing was here that they

2 tried to have the affordable housing. Well, we've done

3 our share. We have been reduced down to 81 from 200, and

4 then I'm thinking about this lady in the opposition who

5 had 20 acres -- has a 20 acres' ranch. Then I'm looking

6 at the statement about the fact that it's the value of

7 people that is above that. That's all.

8 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you, Mr. Berlin. Any

9 questions? Thank you very much.

10 Sir, yes, sir, your name and address.

11 DR. SHRAGG: Dr. Harry Shragg, 2115 Ridge Drive,

12 L.A. 90049. And I don't want to repeat too much the fact

13 that it's a half a century that we have not been able to

14 realize the benefits, whereas people who live there

15 currently, with their large acreage, horses, tennis

16 courts, et cetera with their investment have already

17 realized their benefit. I'm really up here to

18 editorialize to some degree.

19 We got an apology from you, Mr. Rue, about the

20 delay because we expected to be first on the agenda, and I

21 accept your apology. But I'm really delighted that it

22 happened because I learned an awful lot this morning with

23 the impact that some of the citizens that we have in this

24 community, the difficulties that we have, compared to what

25 those of us who are either with the investment or those
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1 who live out there, and I mean, I just was -- I don't want

2 to be flippant about this thing, but it was just like day

3 and night. I mean, I don't know what the heck we're

4 talking about when there is so much need in the United

5 States, in California, and certainly in the L.A. community

6 where Ms. Valadez mentioned it's imperative that we get

7 more housing in general, much less just those who are less

8 fortunate than some of us. And I was just pleased that I

9 was here this morning, and I just wanted to take this

10 opportunity to compare what was this morning and what's

11 going on now, and I just don't think I'm in the same

12 world. Thank you very much.

13 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Any questions of the

14 doctor? Thank you very much. No one else in the audience

15 wishes to speak in favor of?

16 All right. We're going to move now to those who

17 wish to speak in opposition, giving first preference to

18 those people that did not speak at the last public

19 hearing -- did not speak at the last public hearing. And

20 that if there's more than one, please come and occupy the

21 empty seat. One of you can begin to sign in. When there

22 is a vacant seat, just take the vacant seat. You don't

23 have to wait in the aisles. There will be plenty of time

24 to come and occupy the vacant seat.

25 Now as a group -- as a group, you will be limited
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1 to 45 minutes -- 45 minutes.  Okay?  So have you signed in

2 already, sir?

3          MR. DODSON:  No, sir.  I was just thinking of

4 signing.

5          CHAIRMAN REW:  Why don't you do that.  Then when

6 you finish signing in, make sure you vacate the seat.

7 Okay.  Start with your name and address, please.

8          MR. DODSON:  Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and

9 members of the commission.  My name is Tom Dodson.  My

10 address is 2150 North Arrowhead Avenue in San Bernardino,

11 California.  I provided you folks with a letter that came

12 into your -- for your administrative record yesterday, and

13 I'd like to hit three topics that I addressed in that just

14 to highlight for you some issues.  I've also submitted

15 some detailed comments on the Environmental Impact Report.

16 The issues I want to touch on are the water quality in

17 Medea Creek, economic issues for just a moment, and then

18 also the consistency issue.

19          Let me take the water-quality issue first because

20 it's perhaps the most difficult to understand.  But I want

21 to use an analogy because the South Coast Air Basin -- as

22 you're well aware, the South Coast Air Basin is degraded

23 in ozone and particulate matter.  It exceeds the carrying

24 capacity of the basin.  Medea Creek exceeds the carrying

25 capacity for three pollutants -- phosphorous, nitrates,
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1 and bacteria. What that means is that it's really not a

2 pleasant place for people to be playing, although kids

3 play in it. It doesn't meet the standards. It is beyond

4 its carrying capacity. One of the things that we've

5 identified in my comments is that being beyond the

6 carrying capacity, if you add an additional increment,

7 you'll either need to offset it like you do air quality

8 emissions or air pollution emissions, or you need to be

9 able to make the finding that it is significant, and that

10 it cannot be offset. In my comments in my letter I

11 provided to you some alternatives that are available for

12 the commission and for the staff to consider to be able to

13 offset the effects of this project because this project

14 will have impacts to further degrade the water quality in

15 Medea Creek.

16 Let me switch topics now and focus for a moment

17 on the consistency issue. In the material that I provided

18 you and most importantly within the EIR -- that the Draft

19 EIR that was published, you folks have identified a list

20 of inconsistencies between this project and the Santa

21 Monica North Area Plan. Those inconsistencies, I

22 believe -- and I've laid out in some detail -- actually

23 constitute an inconsistency before which I don't think

24 this commission can make the finding to build an 81-unit

25 project at this location. The gentleman commented about
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1 the Eisenhower quote up above, and I'd like to point out

2 that in this instance the issue that we're dealing with is

3 place. Are there constraints -- are there limitations

4 from this place that control or limit the ultimate number

5 of units? To be consistent with your General Plan -- and

6 these again are documented in Table 3K -- pardon me --

7 3K(1) of the Draft EIR. You have an inconsistent

8 situation between the existing project that's been

9 proposed to you. The staff has come back to you and

10 suggested that if we have a 44-unit project, that that, we

11 believe -- they believe, would be consistent with the

12 plan. We have identified -- we the Cornell Preservations

13 Organization -- have identified a 9-unit project that we

14 believe would be consistent -- fully consistent with the

15 plan. When you make your consistency findings, you're

16 going to have to move very carefully to be able to make

17 sure that you've got the facts to justify that, and I've

18 elaborated on that in my comments.

19 Last, I'll make a very short comment just about

20 the economics. I am a CEQA practitioner. I've been one

21 for more than 30 years. In most cases economics don't

22 play a role in a project because you're focused on an

23 environmental impact report on the environmental physical

24 changes in the environment, not the economics or the

25 social issues. In fact, CEQA specifically says you
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1 shouldn't do that. However, when you start saying that

2 your primary objective of a project is to make money and

3 you're going to be comparing alternatives as to their

4 feasibility, saying one is feasible and one is not because

5 it doesn't provide enough units, then economics becomes a

6 primary component for consideration, and you need to allow

7 adequate peer view.

8 I'll close my comments. I understand, and thank

9 you very much for your time.

10 CHAIRMAN REW: Any questions of Mr. Dodson?

11 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Mr. Chairman, I would like

12 to have you drop back to the water quality issue a little

13 bit in that, or the impairment of the water, and the

14 design that is being proposed as to how it's going to take

15 and expand on that. The community has had a recent study

16 as to impairments and its meeting of the TMDLs.

17 MR. DODSON: Yes, sir.

18 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: And maybe combine those

19 two items.

20 MR. DODSON: Okay. I think I can answer you more

21 clearly. TMDLs is essentially the care and capacity of a

22 creek. Think of it in those terms. Just like the South

23 Coast Air Basin has a certain amount of emissions that can

24 occur and meet the standards. A stream has total maximum

25 daily loads which means the same thing as carrying
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1 capacity for specific components. I mentioned the one for

2 which this particular creek fails that test. I want to

3 also say -- and I have told the developer this in some

4 direct meetings -- they have an extremely good

5 water-quality-control plan. They've incorporated very

6 good components. The problem is that they still will

7 generate pollutants that will, in aggregate -- in other

8 words cumulatively further degrade the water quality in

9 that channel. They don't dispute that. The document

10 doesn't dispute that. In this particular case the

11 situation that I believe is appropriate is that you either

12 identify as a significant impact, which it is not

13 identified in the Draft EIR, or you provide offsets in

14 some manner. What I suggested is upstream of the site,

15 pick a few locations where you put in additional filters,

16 coordinate that with the City of Agoura Hills, and make

17 sure you remove an additional set of pollutants to be able

18 to achieve a neutral degradation or a neutral change in

19 the actual physical characteristics of the channel itself

20 or this creek itself. I hope that answers your question.

21 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you very much. Make sure

22 you sign in.

23 Yes, sir, your name and address.

24 MR. KOZIEWICZ: My name is Leon Koziewicz, 5444

25 Las Virgenes in Calabasas, and I just want to say, to lead
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1 off, that I'm very grateful that we've got the commission

2 as such here that listens to the comments of people and

3 weighs and considers the different aspects that need to be

4 taken into account. If I'm allowed, I would like to pass

5 for your -- for the record some photographs that I took

6 last month, just a few of the project right at the --

7 where it's announced. And I'd just like for you to have

8 them to see the actual site and the consequences of what

9 is being proposed on that site. If I would be able to do

10 that --

11 If you'll allow me to have it, it's easier to

12 talk and refer to what it is.

13 CHAIRMAN REW: We'll pass them out as quickly as

14 we can.

15 MR. KOZIEWICZ: Thank you. The views that are

16 shown here are right at where it's noticed, and the first

17 one there is looking west off of Kanan, and you see the

18 closeness there to where it is the proposed development

19 will take place. You see how quickly you're getting into

20 the character of the mountain at that point. On the

21 second page it goes and looks a little bit to the north,

22 and I think that's primarily where the development is

23 being proposed that's west of Kanan, and to the south a

24 little bit more you see again how closely the project is

25 going into the mountain that's there, Ladyface, I think.
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1 The fourth one is going over off of east now

2 going off over onto Cornell, and there you see the notice,

3 and it's -- it rises up. It doesn't show the elevation

4 quite clearly, but the photograph, I think, lets you see

5 how much of an earth movement would be involved in this

6 development. Again, there's -- from that notice it's

7 right and left, and just -- it's -- it's important, I

8 think, in considering this to, I think, the figures that

9 have been talked about are like 500,000 square yards of

10 earth movement that would have to take place. Well,

11 somebody had said that there's five yards in a truck, so

12 you're talking about a hundred thousand truckloads.

13 That's an awful lot of -- that's an awful lot of earth

14 movement.

15 So the point I'm trying to make is that this is a

16 massive project being proposed, and it very much alters

17 the character of Ladyface in that area there, and I think

18 it's a real question as to whether or not this kind of a

19 project is appropriate. So thank you for your time.

20 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

21 gentleman? Thank you, sir.

22 Yes, ma'am, your name and address, please.

23 MS. COOK: Good morning, Mr. Chair and members of

24 the commission. My name is Allison Cook.

25 CHAIRMAN REW: Slide that so he can sign in.
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1 MS. COOK: Allison Cook. I'm a senior planner

2 with the City of Agoura Hills, and I'm representing the

3 City this morning. My address is 30001 Ladyface Court in

4 Agoura Hills, and the ZIP is 91301. Thank you for this

5 opportunity to comment on this project.

6 As you're probably aware, this project is located

7 just south of the city limits, and as such the project

8 represents the southern visual gateway to our city. The

9 residents of the project are expected to use many of the

10 public services within our city. The City prepared a

11 letter dated May 11th, 2005, to the County RPD outlining

12 our comments on the Draft EIR. The items outlined in the

13 letter are still issues we have concerns with and should

14 be addressed in the Final EIR and reflected in the project

15 as well. I just want to go through a couple of our main

16 concerns on this project.

17 The first is the close proximity to the city and

18 the fact that the city's facilities would be used by the

19 residents of this project. We request that the quinby and

20 tip fees acquired for the project be given to the City of

21 Agoura Hills. In fact, the Draft EIR notes that all park

22 and recreation impacts would actually occur in the city

23 limits.

24 We understand that the project proposes blasting

25 and cut slopes of at least 60 feet in height. The city
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1 does not allow blasting or slopes in excess of 25 feet,

2 and given that the site is adjacent to our city, we

3 request that blasting be prohibited and the cut slopes be

4 substantially reduced. We understand that grading would

5 occur right up to the city borders but not within the city

6 limits. We would like to reiterate our concern that no

7 grading occur within the city.

8 We also understand that crib walls are proposed.

9 The city does not support crib walls. We would rather see

10 something more natural appearing such as molded rock walls

11 for visual concerns.

12 Because the project would become a visual

13 entryway for the city, we are concerned about the project

14 providing a natural landscape buffer. Specifically we

15 would like building setbacks through Kanan and Cornell

16 Roads to be increased, that the buffer area be heavily

17 landscaped with native trees, shrubs and ground cover, and

18 that the buffer area be maintained by the (unintelligible)

19 to make sure it's maintained properly.

20 The impacts of required fuel modification

21 activities on Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy lands and

22 possibly with Medea Creek should be considered in the

23 Draft EIR and mitigated, preferably through project design

24 itself.

25 Lastly, the eastern portion of the project is
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1 adjacent to the SEA. As such the city is concerned about

2 maintaining the integrity of the SEA including preserving

3 the wildlife movement corridor. We suggest clustering of

4 the lots or reconfiguring certain lots and not

5 constructing large walls along the SEA interface. Thank

6 you.

7 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

8 lady?

9 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Mr. Chairman, if I could,

10 there's an adjacent project that is planned within the

11 city boundaries. It's called Agoura Village, something

12 along that line.

13 MS. COOK: Commissioner, that's accurate. It's

14 Agoura Village Specific Plan Area. It's a process and not

15 a development project, per se.

16 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Can you tell me a little

17 bit about that project or that plan area?

18 MS. COOK: Yes. The city has been working on

19 that for about seven or eight years, developing the

20 specific plan. It's about a hundred acres along Agoura

21 Road, takes in a little bit of Cornell and Kanan. There

22 are -- the whole point of this is to do some sort of

23 mixed-use, pedestrian-village concept, minimizing traffic

24 trips in the area, and having a combination of

25 residential, retail, and office. We are still developing
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1 a plan right now. We expect the public draft to be out

2 probably in August along with the EIR. There are a few

3 projects that are being considered in the area now, but

4 not officially because we don't have the plan done, and

5 once we have that approved and considered by the city

6 council, then the project can come in individually and be

7 analyzed against that specific plan.

8 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: How does that plan

9 interface with the stream -- streamway or the flood zone?

10 MS. COOK: We're still drafting it. Of course,

11 we'll take that into account. Also it's riparian areas

12 and the floodway -- of course, all the federal and city

13 rules regarding development in floodways would be adhered

14 to.

15 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: The proximity to the

16 county/Agoura Hills boundary on the southern portion of

17 that is pretty limited from the floodway or from the

18 riparian zone. Are you contemplating housing potential to

19 the south side along the county?

20 MS. COOK: I'm not sure which area you're

21 referring to. If you could point that out --

22 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: If I can take and draw

23 your attention to the map right in this area right here

24 where the boundary of the city is.

25 MS. COOK: It's kind of a general plan at this
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1 point. We don't have developments that -- once those come

2 in we will be discussing proper setbacks from our riparian

3 corridors and creeks, so I can't speak to exactly how the

4 land is going to be developed at this point. But all

5 those things will be taken into consideration by the plan

6 and by the EIR as well.

7 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Thank you very much.

8 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Yes, sir, your name

9 and address.

10 MR. FRENCH: I have copies here.

11 CHAIRMAN REW: Start with your name and address,

12 please.

13 MR. FRENCH: My name is John French. I'm at 900

14 Latigo Canyon Road in Malibu, California. I'm a property

15 owner near the proposed Triangle Ranch site. I'm also a

16 member of the Cornell Preservation Organization. I'd like

17 to speak for just a few minutes to review Cornell

18 Preservation Organization's -- CPO's estimates of the

19 economic return for this project. I'm a business owner.

20 I attended Northwestern University's Busines School after

21 completing my master's in engineering.

22 Up front, let me say that what particularly

23 concerns us is the developer's unwillingness to share

24 their economic assumptions and models. However, we know

25 they have to have these detailed business models since
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1 they have said they're looking to sell phase one to a

2 merchant builder. The primary issue is that they cannot

3 have it both ways under CEQA. They can't dismiss a less

4 impacting option by saying it's not economically feasible

5 but at the same time be unwilling to share their economic

6 data. The problem here is that the developer has already

7 dismissed the Conservancy option as being inconsistent

8 with their primary objective, money. They're also being

9 dismissive with regard to the CPO nine-homes option for

10 the same reason, perceived lack of economic return. The

11 question is, should the property owners make a reasonable

12 amount of money on their investment 48 years ago or an

13 obscene amount?

14 Since the developer and property owners have been

15 unwilling to share their economic data, we decided to

16 generate some models for the CPO nine-home option, the

17 44-home option, and the proposed 81-home option. The

18 models are what I handed out. There is supporting data as

19 well. As with any business model, the cost of revenue

20 assumptions are key. Our assumptions are noted on the

21 spreadsheets and are based as much as possible on

22 published data from similar projects and developments in

23 the local area. Please note that we believe our models

24 are conservative, meaning the assumptions we made on the

25 costs are on the high side. Our profit estimates,

June 22, 2005 Public Hearing Transcript

12 cont.

13



Page 24

1 therefore, we believe, are on the low side. Our analysis

2 showed that the developer can make a healthy return on

3 investment even with the CPO nine-home option.

4 Consider this. We estimate this. We estimate

5 that the property owners original investment in land and

6 48 years of tax payments to be significantly less than

7 $700,000. The CPO nine-home option, we estimate, turns

8 the original $700,000 estimate into a profit of $11.26

9 million. For most businesses this is a darn good return.

10 Now consider the developer's 81-home proposal. We

11 estimate they turn the $700,000 -- I'm sorry, less than

12 $700,000 investment into $37.8 million of profit. Wow.

13 Now I understand why they want 81 homes. But isn't this

14 kind of obscene, generating a large obscene profit to

15 justify compromising natural resources and planning goals?

16 I fully expect the developers to take issues with

17 these models, and that to me -- that's fine. They should

18 share their economic data and support their position.

19 CEQA requires them to do so anyways. However, without

20 data to support the developer's position, CPO strongly

21 believes and CEQA requires selection of options which are

22 less impacting on the environment and more consistent with

23 the North Area Plan. Thank you very much.

24 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Thank you for staying

25 within your time limit. There may be some questions.
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1 Questions of this gentleman? Thank you very much.

2 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: Thank you for doing all

3 this work, by the way. Thank you for doing all the work.

4 CHAIRMAN REW: We have -- excuse me. We have 25

5 minutes remaining on your 45 minutes. However, we need a

6 break for the recorder, so we're going to take a 20-minute

7 break to 12:25, and then we'll continue with the remaining

8 25 minutes, if necessary.

9 (Brief recess was taken.)

10 CHAIRMAN REW: Come to order, please. We're back

11 in session. Take your seats. It's 12:30. So we've got

12 25 minutes remaining. Remember, you're limited to three

13 minutes, but you don't have to use all three. If you

14 don't use all three, then more people can speak.

15 All right. Whoever has signed in, begin. Start

16 with your name and address, please.

17 MR. CIANFLONE: Good afternoon. My name is Cyril

18 Cianflone. I live at 29042 Silver Creek Road in Agoura,

19 in the photograph right behind the commissioners, I live

20 in that area. The reason why I came down here to speak

21 today is because there is a reason why this land has not

22 been developed for the last 40-plus years. Listening to

23 the other people in favor of this speak, I notice with the

24 exception of Mr. Moran, no owners of this property

25 actually live in the area. And if everything is measured
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1 against the rights of people to develop, then do we even

2 need a commission such as this? People should just be

3 able to build wherever and whenever they want without

4 regard to the plan.

5 This is the last exit in this general area where

6 you can exit into Old California. It is a very rural

7 area. As a matter of fact, at night a mile away from the

8 freeway, you can still see the Milky Way. Where I live,

9 the creek cuts through my property, and I expect that it's

10 going to flood a lot worse when they put in another 80

11 homes upstream of me. There is no one that I've spoken to

12 in this area -- I have spoken to scores of people -- who

13 are in favor of this property, with the exception, of

14 course, of the respected Mr. Moran. And I'd like to ask

15 the commissioners to consider, when they make their

16 decision, what are we leaving behind for future

17 generations? More homes, more cement, and more mortgages?

18 Or a place where they can go and get off the freeway and

19 remember how things were?

20 I'd like to also mention that this stables that

21 are up on the hill have been there much longer than three

22 or four months, more like a year. And there are many

23 people I see every weekend who drive that corridor, who

24 can't afford to live in that area who still enjoy it as

25 their own mini vacation -- several people who look like
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1 they're coming from the inner city to enjoy a little bit

2 of the country.

3 I also notice that the developer uses a golf

4 course in an ecological area as an example. I'd like to

5 mention that no one who's in favor of this property is

6 being motivated by anything more than profit and money.

7 I'd like to lastly mention that -- for the record

8 that the opposition objects that we have been

9 time-limited. Thank you.

10 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

11 gentleman?

12 Yes, sir, your name and address.

13 MR. HART: My name is Michael Hart. I live at

14 2090 East Lakeshore Drive in Agoura. I live downstream of

15 the project at Malibu Lake. I'm on the board of directors

16 of the Malibu Lake Mountain Club, a member of CPO as well,

17 and I do stream-team testing for Heal the Bay.

18 I've brought some pictures in a blue folder which

19 you all have to illustrate the present conditions of where

20 Medea Creek and Malibu Lake come together. We're very

21 concerned the project upstream of us is going to cause

22 problems, drainage -- just enforceable drainage issues.

23 As you can see the pictures, we're already overburdened by

24 sediment and debris. The watershed is on the verge of

25 requiring massive expenditures to meet the strict TMDLs
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1 that were talked about earlier.

2 The Draft EIR and the comments on it by the

3 experts has led us to be concerned with the overall

4 drainage issues of the project. Much more information is

5 needed to define these issues and verify the ability of

6 the proposed energy dissipators, water clarifiers,

7 storm-water conveyance, creek-protection measures, and

8 debris-flow mitigation facilities to determine now if

9 they're going to be adequate, not later when it's too late

10 to do something about it. The downstream erosion and

11 sedimentation must be minimized; otherwise we won't have a

12 lake.

13 We are concerned that the hundred-year-flood

14 implementation standards for the area are not being used.

15 Water quality is another issue. There's no evidence to

16 provide that the best method and practices will

17 identify -- will lead to the meeting of the TMDLs that we

18 discussed earlier. It can make a major, negative

19 contribution to this already degraded water in Medea

20 Creek. We hope that the additional hydrocarbons or the

21 hydrocarbon pollution from the construction is not what

22 they say, that 15 percent of it might go into the creek.

23 There doesn't seem to be a master plan for

24 landscaping which will have -- specify pesticide,

25 herbicide, and fertilizer pollution which will be a
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1 significant increase for potential impact on bacterial

2 contamination as well.

3 We discourage this project. We hope that you do

4 not recommend it and go for the CPO alternative. Thank

5 you.

6 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of Mr. Hart?

7 Yes, sir, your name and address.

8 MR. YABITSU: My name is Chester Yabitsu. I

9 reside at 29438 Mulholland Highway in Agoura.

10 Today I would like to speak to the issue of

11 traffic with Section 3L of the Draft EIR. The word

12 traffic appears in the staff report only twice, indicating

13 that the Draft EIR concluded that the traffic impact is

14 less than significant. The other important EIR issues are

15 repeated and elaborated on several times. Could it be

16 that the topic of traffic and its negative impact on

17 development is simply not on the county's checklist?

18 Traffic issues are at the top of this area's

19 community list of concerns because it directly impacts our

20 daily lives. It is a major issue with us, and any depth

21 of factual analysis of the traffic impact on Kanan Road by

22 this development is missing or inadequate at best. Kanan

23 Road is one of the two main county thoroughfare roads into

24 this area between PCH and the freeway. The other is

25 Malibu Canyon Road. On weekends the Kanan Road beach
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1 traffic is so heavy that turning into and turning from

2 Cornell Road is a safety challenge, and it is nearly

3 impossible. And as a safety issue, the future residents

4 of Triangle Ranch would also experience the same problem.

5 When the Cornell Road traffic has difficulty making a

6 right turn onto Kanan, imagine how difficult it would be

7 for the Triangle residents to cross the oncoming traffic.

8 We will be both competing for the same break in the

9 traffic which is another safety issue.

10 Another safety issue is that I believe that the

11 ingress and egress of the Street A is too close to the

12 intersection of Cornell Road intersection. I think that

13 should be addressed.

14 Another traffic concern is the Agoura Village,

15 and that is real, folks. And if CEQA means anything to

16 this county, it must consider that development with this

17 development.

18 There's more for me to say, so I will turn this

19 copy into the county for the record here.

20 CHAIRMAN REW: Questions of this gentleman?

21 Thank you very much.

22 Yes, ma'am. Give us your name and address,

23 please.

24 MS. VALERIE BURKHOLDER: My name is Valerie

25 Burkholder. I live at 5411 Ruthwood Drive in Calabasas,
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1 91302.

2 The North Area Plan wasn't created for nothing.

3 It was created to preserve this precious natural

4 resources, the hill. This development does not preserve

5 that resource. It urbanizes a rural area. The North Area

6 Plan also says to put resource protection over

7 development. This project, again, does not do that. It

8 is going to be in a significant ecological area. Now,

9 with the development in this area, it won't be significant

10 anymore, will it? It will be built on top of 14

11 endangered species. Now, this does not sound like

12 resource protection, does it? It sounds like development.

13 How will 81 more fertilized yards full of nitrates,

14 phosphates, and horse excrement affect Medea Creek,

15 Malibu, and the ocean, all of which are very polluted

16 already? How many more resources can we destroy? --

17 eighteen oak trees including heritage oaks. The view of

18 Ladyface Mountain will be obliterated by streets, lights,

19 and sidewalks. The North Area Plan says that these

20 features are to be strongly avoided. Again, this is urban

21 development in a rural area.

22 The ridgeline ordinance allows 5,000 cubic yards

23 of dirt to be graded. In this development over 6,000

24 cubic yards will be graded per house. That's excessive.

25 The average amount graded for a house in the North Area is
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1 4,000 cubic yards. Excessive -- these houses are being

2 built on steep hillsides. We don't need to do that. We

3 can change the plan to conform to the land, not change the

4 development to make more money. It needs to conform to

5 the North Area Plan and the Ridgeline Grading Ordinance.

6 It's in a significant ecological area. It will -- and

7 last of all, it will urbanize the rural area, the biggest

8 no-no in the Santa Monica Mountains. Thank you.

9 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

10 young lady? Thank you very much.

11 Yes. Give us your name and address, please.

12 MS. NOLAN BURKHOLDER: My name is Nolan

13 Burkholder. I live at 5411 Ruthwood Drive. Nobody wants

14 this project, but who cares what the other people living

15 here want? Who cares if the City of Agoura Hills doesn't

16 like gated communities? Who cares about all that nature

17 stuff? We have to remember that these guys are the owners

18 of this property, and they have the right to do what they

19 want. If that means scraping down hills and bulldozing

20 some stupid trees along with a dozen or so endangered

21 species, what the heck?

22 CHAIRMAN REW: Nolan, you have to slow down a

23 little bit so she can keep up with you.

24 MS. NOLAN BURKHOLDER: Sorry. It's their right

25 to pollute any part of the three creeks that happen to cut

June 22, 2005 Public Hearing Transcript

27 cont.

28



Page 33

1 through their land. Too bad for those dumb streams like

2 the ocean. Hasn't that always been the way around here?

3 Besides, this creek is just for the environmentalists.

4 It's kind of fun watching them clean -- trim around,

5 cleaning up the messes from all those impervious surfaces.

6 That's just L.A. people. If you have a problem with --

7 CHAIRMAN REW: Slow up, slow up; okay? You want

8 her to get all this down now, don't you?

9 MS. NOLAN BURKHOLDER: I do. People should

10 appreciate developers more. I understand that there is a

11 critical shortage of multimillion-dollar homes in the

12 area. These guys are filling a critical need for society.

13 That has to be more important than that North Area Plan

14 thing everybody keeps talking about. Nobody really

15 expected anybody to actually uphold the thing, did they?

16 We all know that it was just busy work to make everyone

17 feel like they were doing the right thing. Put it down on

18 paper, and everyone can say they did something important,

19 and you can just ignore it. All you have to do is approve

20 a couple of these gigantic CUPs, and soon no one will

21 remember what the area looked like in the first place.

22 I'm tired of all these people whining about how

23 special that area is. Cover those hills with big white

24 boxes and make them look just like everybody else's

25 neighborhood. Put some nice palm trees and fountains in
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1 there, and their eyes will glaze over. Widen the roads

2 and install sidewalks and good, strong streetlights.

3 Plant some roses and hand out the pesticide. Then it

4 won't be an issue, and people can focus on more important

5 things in life, like which real estate agent's face is on

6 the most benches and junk mailers. And that will pave the

7 way for more developments to come in without all those

8 North Area Plan plots.

9 Who wants to focus about all the dirt? Of

10 course, they're moving a lot of dirt. You can't have

11 quality homes without filling in a canyon and cutting down

12 a mountain area, now can you? And of course, you need

13 three-story retaining walls to hold it all together. Yes,

14 let's start building. And so what if there isn't any

15 architectural plan or landscaping plan. Who has to

16 approve it anyway? I'm sure they'll figure out the

17 details later, like that mitigation stuff. It's only

18 important to say that something will be done. Besides, it

19 doesn't really matter what architectural mishmash they put

20 together as long as the houses are big. That's what

21 people care about.

22 I understand these guys are great community

23 leaders. They should be rewarded for spending so many

24 years making a living from Agoura residents. You can see

25 how much they appreciate the land by what they're
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1 proposing. The tree-huggers should be grateful they're

2 not putting in 250 homes. We have to guarantee these 71

3 special people a tidy profit on their investment. It

4 would help our economy if we could take a little of the

5 speculation out of land investment and guarantee them a

6 tidy profit, no matter what the cost to everything and

7 everyone else in the area. We have to cram in as many

8 people in that area, no matter what it does to the place.

9 Once it's decimated, it won't be a problem. Thank you.

10 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Any questions of

11 Nolan? Thank you very much.

12 Yes, your name and address, please.

13 MS. YANG: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.

14 My name is Mosha Yang. I live at El Encanto Drive. I

15 live at 3632 El Encanto Drive.

16 I ate lunch at that property yesterday. I ate

17 near the creek. It was a mess. Two hundred fifty homes

18 is way too much. Even one home is still too much.

19 Forty-four homes is too much. Nine homes might work.

20 Thank you.

21 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

22 young lady? Thank you very much.

23 Yes, sir. Your name and address, please.

24 MR. NOKSON: My name is Nicholas Nokson. I live

25 at 230 --
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1 CHAIRMAN REW: Could you please slide that over

2 so that the next speaker can sign in.

3 MR. NOKSON: 2305 -- can I get that off my

4 time? -- Sierra Creek Road in Agoura, and I've been asked

5 to comment on the visual qualities of the proposed

6 development. I live there. I was really impressed by all

7 the data in the Draft EIR and the critiques of it. I can

8 say that it's very accurate. There's been a careful study

9 of the terrain and the conclusion in the EIR that the

10 scenic qualities of the area will be seriously impacted is

11 a statement of fact. However, many of the illustrations

12 and diagrams presented in the EIR are clearly designed to

13 put the development in the best possible light.

14 I call your attention to the visual simulations

15 where the dwellings are superimposed on photos of the

16 site. The houses seem very much like camouflaged military

17 installations from World War II. One has to look very

18 carefully to note they are there. The colors have been

19 clearly chosen to blend with the photographs rather than

20 the real landscape, which, of course, changes dramatically

21 with the season. And real houses are, of course, usually

22 meant to be conspicuous. What's more, in the test, it's

23 admitted that these houses are purely imaginary, and I

24 quote, "strictly generic and not intended to suggest any

25 specific architectural styles, color schemes, or other
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1 exterior building materials." One is left wondering if

2 there's any point to these illustrations, except to

3 mislead the casual reader leafing through the document,

4 and to wonder if this is a proper use of an EIR.

5 The EIR says that the visual character and/or

6 quality of only 15 percent of the project will be

7 affected. Planning staff points out that 77 acres or 28

8 percent is a more accurate figure, and even then we're

9 looking straight down, a view no real person will ever

10 have. What counts is what people can see from where they

11 actually are. On Kanan Road, which is very heavily

12 travelled, many people pass Ladyface Mountain several

13 times in the day and from some places on Kanan a hundred

14 percent of the mountain will be hidden by houses. It is

15 worth noting that the official motto of Agoura Hills

16 proclaims it to be the gateway to the Santa Monica

17 Mountains National Recreation Area, and if you drive south

18 past the city limits in the mountains, this development

19 will be the first thing you can see. I urge you to

20 constrain this development to the point where its visible

21 impact will be truly insignificant. CPO's plan, which we

22 call Alternative 6, is designed to achieve this and

23 deserves your consideration. Thank you.

24 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

25 gentleman?
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1 Yes, ma'am, your name and address.

2 MS. SUESS: My name is Penny Suess. I live at

3 30473 Mulholland Highland in Agoura, 91301. My concern is

4 with wildfire, which is certain to have an impact on this

5 project at some time in the future and perhaps with

6 increasing frequency in decades to come. As building

7 approaches urban density and portions of the mountain

8 adjacent to established cities' tried-and-true-prevention

9 practices, such as controlled burns, are out of the

10 question and other fire-prevention tactics which -- such

11 as removing so-called fuels, especially chaparral and the

12 coastal sage scrub, actually promote fire -- replacing

13 native plant communities with weedy and nonnative grass

14 lands. The Triangle project is proposed for an area with

15 a history of catastrophic fires. It is in the direct path

16 of seasonal Santa Ana winds that move with hurricane force

17 out of the deserts in the inland areas to the sea, taking

18 the path of least resistance through our local canyons.

19 In 1978 in the Agoura/Malibu fire, driven by

20 50-mile-per-hour winds, burned through the Triangle Ranch

21 site in minutes from its starting point in Agoura at

22 Agoura and Cornell Roads. It reached the coast in just

23 two hours. Residents south of the project area in my own

24 community of Seminole Springs and in neighboring Malibu

25 Lake and Triumphal Canyon (phonetic) said at the time that
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1 they had as little as three minutes' warning with the fire

2 reaching Sierra Creek Road, about three miles south, in

3 just 15 minutes. The power of nature makes a mockery of

4 the idea of response times and fuel-modification plans.

5 In the 1978 fire 25,000 acres burned; 3 died; 230 homes

6 were lost. Fire front was 25 miles wide. A hundred and

7 36 engine companies from as far away as Santa Barbara were

8 involved in fighting this fire, including -- and also 28

9 camp crews, 8 bulldozers, 6 firefighting helicopters and

10 fixed-wing tankers. Yet an L.A. county fire official said

11 at the time, quote, "The Agoura fire could not have been

12 halted even if we'd had four times the men and equipment

13 we used," end quote, and he added, "Fire is like an

14 earthquake, it's not a matter of 'if.' It's a matter of

15 'when.'"

16 The DEIR acknowledges that a deficit of fire

17 protection services in the area one, Malibu, Santa Monica

18 Mountains exists, and states that the construction of Fire

19 Station Number 89 in Agoura Hills will only partially make

20 up that deficit. So how can adding 81 homes in an

21 infamous fire corridor be considered acceptable? Would

22 even one home be prudent? Also the proximity of Kanan and

23 Cornell Roads is seen as a benefit to Triangle Ranch, but

24 those are access roads that are needed to fight fires and

25 for people to escape fires farther south. The mitigation

June 22, 2005 Public Hearing Transcript

31 cont.



Page 40

1 of developer fees to fund new fire department construction

2 is never going to be enough to fully protect the area,

3 which has historically called on the resources of an

4 entire region. We think -- I think that no project

5 alternative is best.

6 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

7 lady?

8 Yes, ma'am, your name and address, please.

9 MS. HELFAND: Mollie Helfand, 43201 Cornell Road,

10 Agoura. I live directly across the street from the fire

11 station and adjacent to the proposed entrance of the

12 property.

13 Gateway to Santa Monica Mountains with a

14 stoplight, a signal, is part of the proposal, I believe.

15 I believe that that would be a hindrance and what a

16 welcome to go onto Paramount Ranch. It would also

17 probably involve a streetlight. We have no streetlights.

18 We have the night skies.

19 I'm also an investor, a homeowner, a resident,

20 and a mother. I have a five-year-old and nine-year-old.

21 The traffic problems already on Cornell -- I don't even

22 let my child go up to get the mail, that we have issues,

23 you know, on the road as it is. I think that that needs

24 to be a consideration with the cars coming in and out,

25 basically at my driveway and my neighbors who also have
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1 small children. A stop sign, if the project does go on,

2 would be sufficient to let the people stop when they're

3 entering Cornell, but a signal -- it would just be a

4 horrible thing. I think we need to approach other options

5 to slow down the traffic on Cornell -- speed bumps, you

6 know, perhaps, other, you know, more signage, but I really

7 think that we have a real issue of just slowing down the

8 traffic all around.

9 The density in the schools -- people say that

10 it's not going to be a problem. It is. We already have

11 too many kids. We have split classes. The high school is

12 impacted. Children cannot get classes that they need to

13 graduate. These are issues that really have to be looked

14 at if we're going to have 81 home there. We're going to

15 have a substantial amount of kids. These homes come with

16 more children. Thank you.

17 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

18 lady? Thank you very much.

19 Yes, sir, your name and address -- ma'am. I'm

20 sorry. I've been trying to clean these all morning.

21 We're rapidly approaching our 45-minute time

22 limit. Remember you can submit anything in writing. It

23 will become a part of the record and will be delivered to

24 each commissioner. So these are going to be the last two

25 speakers speaking in opposition.
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1 Yes, ma'am, your name and address, please.

2 MS. SNYDER: Isabel Snyder, 26060 Mulholland

3 Highway, Calabasas. I speak for Cold Creek Community

4 Council, which is a Mulholland and Cold Creek and for

5 coalition to preserve Las Virgenes. I'll be very brief.

6 I think what -- I think most of it has been said.

7 I think it's a very delicate decision you have to

8 make for us that needs to be provided carefully because,

9 of course, development needs to be made, but I think the

10 North Area Plan has been crafted very carefully for a very

11 important reason. This is a big metropolis. You need

12 open space. It's an insane city. It becomes more and

13 more insane, so we need to curb this project because it is

14 not only in the gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains

15 National Recreation Area, but -- fortunately and

16 unfortunately, but also it is urban sprawl. So I urge you

17 to say no because it's not in consistency with the area

18 plan nor the ridgeline ordinance. Thank you very much.

19 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

20 lady? Thank you very much.

21 Yes, ma'am.

22 MS. WILLEY: Good afternoon, my name is Victoria

23 Willey. I live at 31135 Lobo Vista, Agoura. And my

24 comments are comments my husband, who's a botanist who

25 lives in the area, made and sent down to me to state
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1 before the commission.

2 Ladies and gentlemen of the commission, I would

3 like to thank you for the opportunity to present some of

4 the views on the Triangle Ranch development, although I

5 would use the latter word cautiously in this context. We

6 hope Triangle Ranch is the last of its kind, the old style

7 slash and grade development in the Santa Monica Mountains.

8 Owners trash their land and claim to be acting in the

9 interests of the community and land when they present

10 development plans.

11 Let us look at the botanical resources that exist

12 in the area. Some parts of the subject parcels are in the

13 county-designated Special Ecological Area 6. Why was this

14 designation adopted for this environment? Primarily, it

15 is a recognition of the high value of plants and landscape

16 in the area. Instead of chaparral that is frequently

17 found in such dry slopes, much of the area is grassland.

18 The wonderful plants in the Significant Ecological Area 6

19 range from the only two native carnivorous plants in the

20 Santa Monica Mountains, and these are the only two

21 remaining plants from a small population of (intelligible)

22 to several species of dudleya including the Agoura

23 (unintelligible) species formosa (unintelligible). There

24 are many examples of threatened species of calochortus

25 venustus or mariposa lily. SEA insisted that natural rock
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1 formations must remain spacious and for all those plants.

2 And of course, there are many heritage oaks in the valleys

3 that are reduced.

4 What have the owners of Triangle Ranch done to

5 protect this biological heritage? Extensive illegal

6 filling and grading operations have buried and cut the

7 landscape. A concentrated effort to trash the most

8 valuable plants on the property seems underway. Large

9 populations of the endangered lyons pentachaeta crowned a

10 hill on the property, but the owner has carefully

11 eliminated much of the species by locating a corral on

12 then. Dudleya plants have mysteriously disappeared from

13 the rock faces on Triangle Ranch. This is ecoterrorism in

14 its worst form because the owner's hit men eliminate

15 species after the county has identified their value and

16 potential interest.

17 We hope that you as commissioners reject this

18 project in its present form. To accept it would place the

19 county's stamp of approval on 50 years of the Triangle

20 Ranch owners' thumbing their noses at the public, the

21 county, and the national world.

22 CHAIRMAN REW: Thank you. Questions of this

23 lady? Thank you very much.

24 Mr. Moore, and any other -- anyone else, Mr.

25 Moore, that you have as part of your applicant?
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1 All right. This is a rebuttal period that the

2 applicant is entitled to.

3 Mr. Moore, you can start with your name and

4 address, please.

5 MR. MOORE: Charles Moore. My address is 2049

6 Century Park East, Los Angeles, 90067.

7 CHAIRMAN REW: Mr. Moore, pull that microphone

8 closer to you.

9 MR. MOORE: May I inquire how much time we have

10 for rebuttal?

11 CHAIRMAN REW: Well, normally rebuttal period is

12 ten minutes.

13 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: Would you like less, or

14 you want more?

15 MR. MOORE: Okay. In view of that --

16 CHAIRMAN REW: Not counting any questions that

17 may come from the commissioners.

18 MR. MOORE: Yes. Seated to my left is Mr. Steve

19 Weston, attorney who may participate. My associate, Lisa

20 Ditman (phonetic), has arranged some posters, and I

21 believe we are in the process of distributing to you

22 smaller versions of the representations on those posters.

23 I will make extensive use of the posters, and for your

24 convenience it may be easier to refer to the smaller

25 versions beside you.
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1 Of course, we are very happy to be back here

2 today. I am confident that in the Draft EIR and the

3 various analyses and submittals that we provided to you,

4 we have demonstrated General Plan consistency and

5 sufficiency and adequacy of the EIR. However, we prepared

6 these poster exhibits with the matching handouts because

7 we feel that the site is so absolutely unique that words

8 in text simply don't adequately describe it. We are,

9 therefore, repeating our request that this commission come

10 out and view the site. We request that this -- in this

11 hearing that you and the staff will visit. Of course,

12 then we will be pleased to work with the commission, work

13 with the staff, and work with the community.

14 First I'd like Lisa to point to the aerial

15 photograph which you have before you as a smaller version.

16 You can see how close this site is to the 101 freeway.

17 You see the substantial development, the existing

18 residential subdivisions to the south of the site, and you

19 can see the riparian habitat and Medea Creek, and how the

20 proposed homes which are overlaid on the exhibit avoid the

21 creek. And I also want Lisa to point to the proposed

22 project -- the area of the proposed project in the city of

23 Agoura Hills, which you heard briefly mentioned, on a

24 hundred and 35 acres known as Agoura Village.

25 Now we picked up on the Web site the NOP of the
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1 city, which is less vague than the representative of the

2 city conveniently was. The Agoura Village is going to

3 include offices and retail stores, a Mann theatre complex,

4 restaurant, entertainment center, and several hundred

5 multifamily-housing units, and I want to emphasize that

6 that is immediately adjacent -- immediately adjacent to

7 the Triangle Ranch. The city has approved an overlay zone

8 to accommodate the development and, as you heard, is in

9 the process of preparing a specific plan. And the EIR is

10 going to be out for that, featuring several hundred

11 thousand square feet of retail and restaurants and

12 residential -- hardly a gateway, I would suspect. I think

13 this is a gateway to further development in the mountains,

14 which is depicted as the existing subdivisions, and it's a

15 quarter mile from the freeway.

16 Next I'd like Lisa to show the North Area Plan

17 exhibit. I want to emphasize, the proposed density here

18 is authorized by the North Area Plan and by the

19 implementing ordinances which this commission and the

20 Board of Supervisors adopted. If you look at this second

21 exhibit, you can see how different this property is

22 depicted from others in the vicinity. Now, Mr. Whizin and

23 Mr. Moran had their subdivision pending when the North

24 Area Plan was coming through this commission and coming

25 through the Board of Supervisors. They voluntarily put

June 22, 2005 Public Hearing Transcript



Page 48

1 that subdivision on the back burner so that the North Area

2 Plan could proceed. Their subdivision was a focal point,

3 a lightning rod in the North Area Plan proceedings, and I

4 submit that the North Area Plan and this map, which is a

5 component of the North Area Plan, promote the project as

6 presented. This zoning was specifically chosen for this

7 site after much study, community input in connection with

8 the North Area Plan, and in recognition of this

9 then-pending subdivision.

10 Now, staff has recommended 44 lots. I'd like to

11 suggest that 44 lots is inconsistent with the RPD zone.

12 I'd like to suggest that it isn't from zero lots or four

13 lots to 81 lots, but rather the base of the RPD zone, 44

14 lots, in my view, is inconsistent with the RPD zone, is

15 inconsistent with the designation in the North Area Plan,

16 and clearly the North Area Plan was prepared in

17 contemplation of this project.

18 The third exhibit I'd like to turn to is an SEA

19 exhibit. I want to suggest that the project is going to

20 preserve significant ridgelines and substantial

21 proportions of the SEA. If you look at the SEA exhibit,

22 you'll see significant ridgelines depicted, I think in

23 gray, on the project site and near the project. This

24 project complies with the ridgeline ordinance. Now,

25 remember the ridgeline ordinance was just recently
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1 adopted, and it was an implementing tool of the North Area

2 Plan. The project does not touch these ridgelines, just

3 as the plan intended. This project is prepared in

4 contemplation of the North Area Plan, in contemplation of

5 the zoning, and in contemplation of the ridgeline

6 ordinance. The exhibit shows that the SEA extends beyond

7 the property and encompasses a total of 434 acres,

8 including significant ridgelines. This project

9 encroaches -- the footprint of this project encroaches on

10 5 percent of the total SEA, leaving the vast majority of

11 these biological resources, hopefully, in public

12 ownership.

13 Next, I'd like you to turn to the slope analysis.

14 I want to suggest that the project proposes grading in the

15 area with the least slope, not the steepest. With the

16 next exhibit we've overlaid our project footprint over the

17 slope analysis map to debunk some of the contentions and

18 show you that the project does propose homes in the

19 flatter areas, and let the land dictate where the homes

20 should be. Staff has stated in its report that the

21 project does not locate building pads within areas of the

22 least slope. Well, I'd like to know where the building

23 pads are located according to the slope analysis map. The

24 green areas represent areas of zero to 25 percent slope.

25 As you can see, the homes are in the green. Grading in
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1 other areas will occur on only .38 acres of the 320-acre

2 project site. Now that to me, I submit, is General Plan

3 consistency. I want to remind you that most of the Kanan

4 site depicted in the footprint of the project was a former

5 fill site. I want to remind you that 23 acres east of

6 Cornell will be graded. A small portion of that is

7 currently used as the fire station where they cut and

8 store large amounts of firewood. You heard briefly from a

9 staff member about that wood storage as a zoning

10 violation.

11 We agree the temporary stables have been erected.

12 We have informed the owner. I think we discovered that

13 ourselves a few weeks ago and have informed the owner.

14 Between Cornell and Kanan you'll see four acres only will

15 be graded. Of this one to two acres were previously used

16 as a Dumpster storage yard.

17 Now, staff has claimed that the project does not

18 use contour grading. The project does, indeed, use

19 contour grading to ensure that the slopes will blend in

20 with the existing terrain. You can see that in our view

21 simulations. Our view simulations follow in the package.

22 If you skip ahead to View Simulation 5, you can just

23 barely see the landscape slopes between the trees and the

24 houses. The project does minimize view impacts. Staff

25 has criticized the project for impacting views, but let's
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1 be clear. This is not Kanan Road as it passes through the

2 national recreation area. This is Kanan Road less than a

3 quarter mile from a Jack-in-the-Box, less than a quarter

4 mile from the 101 freeway, with substantial subdivisions

5 further in the mountains, and with planned entertainment

6 centers immediately adjacent in the city of Agoura Hills.

7 Residential development, I submit, is already prevalent

8 and visible from Kanan and Cornell Roads in the vicinity

9 of the project site. I would suggest that ridgelines and

10 Ladyface Mountain will continue to tower above the

11 development and as you can see depicted in the various

12 visual simulations, and the project will preserve these

13 views in nearly all locations.

14 The next poster I'd like Lisa to turn to is the

15 open-space poster. The project is going to dedicate

16 substantial open space to a public agency. This exhibit

17 shows that the vast amount of the open space, something

18 like 264 acres or 82 percent of the project, will be

19 dedicated to a public agency. That means no errant golf

20 balls from the fire station. That means no trespassers.

21 That means no zoning violations. That means dedication.

22 That means maintenance -- the cost of maintenance.

23 CHAIRMAN REW: Mr. Moore, can you sum this up?

24 Your time is expired. There may be some questions.

25 MR. MOORE: Staff has suggested -- to conclude
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1 this point -- that we do not provide sufficient open

2 space. I'm suggesting that 85 percent of the site is more

3 than the county code requires. I think the

4 hillside-management provisions require 70 percent.

5 The project, indeed, does minimize impacts to

6 lyons pentachaeta. We've placed in your packet

7 photographs of some of the lyons pentachaeta habitat from

8 very recent surveys. Lyons pentachaeta is most successful

9 in areas where it does not need to compete with other

10 plant species. This is exactly the crucial point I want

11 to make. Lyons pentachaeta deserves a maintenance plan.

12 This project will provide that plan -- 7.3 acres of the

13 8.8 acres of lyons pentachaeta found in 2003 will be part

14 of a long-term maintenance program that will ensure that

15 nonnative grasses will no longer encroach. This plan will

16 be developed with the approval of the California

17 Department of Fish and Game.

18 CHAIRMAN REW: Mr. Moore, we're going to have to

19 cut you off, but maybe if you're very clever, if there's

20 some questions, you can incorporate what you have left

21 into answering the questions.

22 MR. MOORE: Very fine.

23 CHAIRMAN REW: Any questions of --

24 MR. MOORE: I would refer each of you to the

25 substantial analysis that we've previously submitted.
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1 CHAIRMAN REW: Any questions?

2 MR. MOORE: We have here the civil engineer and

3 the environmental consultant and others.

4 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Cut him off.

5 CHAIRMAN REW: Hey. Anymore outbursts like

6 that -- we'll have someone come and remove members of the

7 audience, and let's listen to the questions that the

8 commission may have of the applicant.

9 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Mr. Chairman.

10 CHAIRMAN REW: Mr. Helsley.

11 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Yes, I would refer to the

12 last illustration -- I'm sorry -- next to the last

13 illustration that you gave us that talks about undisturbed

14 and disturbed building pad layout basically. Can you talk

15 about a contour slope, and if you look at landscape for

16 lot number -- is it 12 -- it's hard to read. I guess

17 maybe it's 93. Landscape Lot 93 appears to be just a

18 straight-line slope going up to the last two lots on the

19 long leg.

20 MR. MOORE: To the east, the eastern most?

21 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Right in this zone here.

22 Right. That's an extensive grading zone, and it certainly

23 appears to be, as I look at the topo map, just a straight

24 line.

25 MR. MOORE: We would -- I understand there is
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1 grading in that vicinity, and it's -- and however, it is a

2 natural, undisturbed, open-space lot.

3 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: But it's not

4 contour-graded as you indicated.

5 MR. MOORE: I believe it does follow -- I'd love

6 to have the civil engineer talk about that particular lot,

7 but believe that is contour in that vicinity. I stood

8 near that, but I think the engineer can probably describe

9 it better.

10 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: Is he here?

11 MR. MOORE: Yes, he is.

12 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Well, I don't think he

13 needs to come up because I think if you take and look at

14 the second plot -- I'm sorry -- the third plan that has

15 the topos on it, the third illustration you show us, has

16 the topos on it, and that is quite definitely a

17 curved-surface area rather than a straight, flat face on

18 the topos, and it does not need a contour positioning.

19 MR. MOORE: For me personally, standing on the

20 site at or near that point kind of demonstrated how that

21 worked with the topography. In my experience, this is a

22 site which almost, without comparison, yields the

23 development by virtue of the topography. It is fairly

24 self-evident from standing on the site.

25 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Then, the next question I
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1 would have relates to the short pages that you presented

2 to us on the lyons pentachaeta. From those it kind of

3 indicates -- or you're kind of indicating that there are

4 very few that are still on the site; is that what this is

5 to indicate?

6 MR. MOORE: Those notes are made by our biologist

7 based upon very recent surveys.

8 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: The reason that it's kind

9 of interesting to me is that if you take and look at

10 photographs that were taken maybe, I think, a week or two

11 before -- and I think they were passed around to the

12 commission at the last hearing -- show a fairly good

13 population of lyons pentachaeta on that site from about, I

14 think, it's the 10th or 12th of June of this year, and

15 these are the 5th of June, so it kind of -- I'm kind of

16 wondering the kind of site that was chosen to be depicted

17 and that type of thing.

18 MR. MOORE: We have our biologist present here.

19 I will indicate that I personally was on the site four or

20 five weeks ago, and we observed very little lyons

21 pentachaeta. I do have a biologist present, I think, who

22 would like to answer.

23 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: I would be interested in

24 hearing the biologist.

25 CHAIRMAN REW: Is the biologist here?
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1 COMMISSIONER MODUGNO: Mr. Chairman, while

2 we're -- can I just ask a question because I'm a little

3 puzzled at the moment. We have staff that has recommended

4 that this be redesigned. We've had significant input from

5 the community raising a number of issues. I'm not sure --

6 and the applicant has asked us to come out and tour the

7 site. I don't know if the purpose of where we're heading

8 is if we're going towards a continuance, if the applicant

9 is holding their ground in terms of wanting us to see the

10 site, without any modification of this project that the

11 staff is recommending needs to be modified, that the

12 community is suggesting strongly it even needs to be

13 modified or completely denied, that if, indeed, the

14 applicant is saying, they're holding firm with this

15 project -- you know, I suppose if they are taking that

16 position and not willing to make any changes, I'm ready to

17 take action on that at this point in time. Okay?

18 If, indeed, they want to try to move closer to

19 something the community might accept and something the

20 staff might accept, then I think there may be a reason to

21 continue, but, you know, I think we're at opposite ends of

22 pieces, and to start hearing more and more testimony in

23 terms of biologist about this and that and everything

24 else, I'm prepared to either deny it as it's presented or

25 allow that we go out and take a field trip, see it, and
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1 see if there's something that might ultimately work that

2 is acceptable to staff. You've got the City of Agoura

3 Hills that abuts this property that has expressed some

4 concerns. I think it's courtesy to them, and then put

5 so -- move things along.

6 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: I kind of concur with

7 that, and I'm also interested in more information on this

8 project that's coming up with the City of Agoura Hills to

9 get a better idea of what we're looking at, long range in

10 that area. In other words, what are we the gateway to?

11 And what are we preserving in terms of what Agoura Hills

12 is looking at as a density that is acceptable in that

13 particular area, the face of Ladyface Mountain?

14 In addition, I'm concerned and don't want to seem

15 as if we are not concerned about some of the activity that

16 occurred on this site, which gives me great pause. What

17 staff said was very serious when we started, and we've all

18 kind of proceeded forward, but if, in fact, there were

19 areas which have had zoning violations and have had

20 activities which we consider to be very serious in terms

21 of staff and staff doesn't even want us to do anything

22 until they can get a handle on basically these bad acts

23 that have occurred with respect to the site, I mean, we

24 have that also. I think that's a condition precedent to

25 doing anything including a site visit to the site until

June 22, 2005 Public Hearing Transcript



Page 58

1 they feel comfortable, that they have -- I don't know if

2 that's what staff was -- what staff recommends, but they

3 want to get a handle on what went on at the site, whether

4 there was destruction of habitat and intentional

5 destruction of habitat on the site, and we've seen this

6 before.

7 These obligations have occurred in other parcels

8 that we've been reviewing, and usually we pause for a

9 moment to at least get a handle on what occurred, feel

10 comfortable that we don't have or haven't had some of the

11 habitat actually destroyed intentionally before we would

12 start to do things like schedules -- schedule meetings out

13 at the site and those kinds of things because for certain,

14 I don't know if that's what staff is asking, but I'm

15 getting that feeling that that's what staff wants to do.

16 If I'm wrong, staff can say, fine, we'll proceed forward

17 and we'll deal with the zoning violations at the same

18 time, but I want to get a handle on that first.

19 MR. MOORE: If I may be heard briefly in

20 response, particularly to --

21 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: No, no, Mr. Moore. I'm

22 actually not talking to you. I'm just trying to figure

23 out what it is that staff wants to do.

24 MR. MOORE: Oh, excuse me. I misunderstood.

25 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: I mean I don't want to --
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1 it's not that I don't want to talk to you, but it is that

2 I'm afraid that what we've done is, we've just kind of

3 railroaded through what I consider to be a pretty major

4 thing at the beginning of this, and I just want to deal

5 with that first.

6 MR. MOORE: I misunderstood.

7 COMMISSIONER VALADEZ: I'm sorry.

8 CHAIRMAN REW: Mr. Hafetz.

9 MR. HAFETZ: Commissioner Rue, Commissioners.

10 Commissioner Valadez raises a very good point, and I just

11 want to state -- just for your understanding of what the

12 code actually says on that type of an issue. Of course,

13 we have to hear -- we would want to hear from the

14 applicant and see, in fact, if there's grounds and merits

15 for staff's claims that there are violations. But

16 essentially, the code actually says you cannot process an

17 application if there's an existing violation. It does,

18 however, then give some discretion. There is language in

19 there that says wherein the sole discretion -- wherein his

20 sole discretion, the director, in this case the

21 commission, whose determination shall be final determines

22 that the uses in question is consistent with the

23 objectives, goals, and policies of the General Plan, or

24 that the continuation of said use is essential or

25 desirable to the public convenience or welfare, this
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1 provision shall not apply. So what I will summarize, I

2 think, that means is the general rule is if there are

3 outstanding -- if there are violations going on right now,

4 you can't process an application. But the exception to

5 that is you can process the application if you believe it

6 is consistent with the objectives, goals, and policies. I

7 think there is some discretion, but that's as far as it

8 goes. And it's your commission to make that

9 determination.

10 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Well, it certainly does

11 not follow the use and the goals of the General Plan. I'm

12 relating to what I feel.

13 MR. HAFETZ: I wasn't making a comment to the

14 facts of this case. I'm just setting forth the principles

15 of the code.

16 COMMISSIONER MODUGNO: As we have destruction of

17 lyons pentachaeta from a use that is really not allowed in

18 a plan development area. This is not agricultural land.

19 This is a planned development zoning, and so we find it

20 totally out of sequence in the use of that area.

21 I would see if there are other questions of

22 the -- from the commission to the applicant from his

23 rebuttal, if there are, before I go any further.

24 CHAIRMAN REW: Mr. Meneses, did you --

25 MR. MENESES: I just wanted to mention that in
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1 other -- in at least another case that I recall, the

2 commission, in essence, directed that the planning

3 director review the circumstances and make the

4 determination of whether or not there was a violation or

5 whether or not they qualified for what we refer to as a

6 clean-hands waiver, so that would be your decision if you

7 wanted to delegate that decision to planning director, but

8 Mr. Hafetz is correct. Technically, we should not go

9 to -- certainly cannot approve a project until that is

10 resolved.

11 MR. MOORE: It would seem to me that when the

12 application is in pursuit of the General Plan categories,

13 it's to implement a residential development on a site this

14 size where there will be obvious trespassers, where the

15 land owner and the developer are different. It would seem

16 to me that in pursuit of the application to develop

17 consistent with the General Plan, the county has the duty

18 to go forward with the application and grant a clean-hands

19 waiver. The point of this application is to help preserve

20 open space, to help preserve lyons pentachaeta. We all

21 know there are violations. If you'll look at some of the

22 photographs, you'll see violations on our neighbor's

23 property. The point of this application is to get a

24 project that is consistent with the General Plan, that

25 preserves the open space, not to let it fall into further

June 22, 2005 Public Hearing Transcript



Page 62

1 disrepair and have valuable resources destroyed. It seems

2 to me that this application, whatever the outcome, is in

3 pursuit of the General Plan and needs to go forward.

4 CHAIRMAN REW: Further questions? All right.

5 Mr. Moore, I think if we understood Commissioner

6 Modugno's -- summing up here, there are four

7 possibilities: One, approval as submitted by the

8 applicant; two, redesign; three -- let me take that

9 back -- approval with some modifications; three, redesign;

10 and four, denial. A denial is a denial at this level. A

11 denial can be appealed to the Board of Supervisors. An

12 approval can be appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

13 Anything you want to comment on regarding those four

14 possible options that this commission has, other than yes,

15 you would like approval as submitted.

16 MR. MOORE: The applicant, of course, is

17 interested in a compromise that's good for the county,

18 good for the resources, good for conservancy

19 organizations, good for the community. And we think a

20 valuable step in that is to have this full commission view

21 the site. It is a fascinating site. It's a complicated

22 site. It speaks volumes by itself. We have no choice

23 today really but to come forward and in my view, for the

24 first time, put our case on. I don't really feel like we

25 have spoken before, so I wanted to put on a case
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1 supplementing the substantial documents we have already

2 filed. I think we have accomplished all we can here

3 today. I'd love for the staff and for the commission to

4 see the site and then go about the business of focusing,

5 perhaps, on redesign.

6 CHAIRMAN REW: So in light of the four options or

7 four alternatives I mentioned, what you're saying is that

8 there is just one, and that's a continuance with a site

9 visit?

10 MR. MOORE: Respectfully, that's my request.

11 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Mr. Chairman.

12 CHAIRMAN REW: Commissioner Helsley.

13 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: I would move that the

14 Regional Planning Commission continue the public hearing

15 and take it off-calendar and direct the applicant to

16 redesign the project so that it's more consistent with the

17 Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan and that it

18 protects the significant natural resources of the site

19 that have been set aside for many years and abate all

20 existing violations prior to this continuance -- or before

21 it's brought back to the commission.

22 CHAIRMAN REW: Motion by Commissioner Helsley.

23 COMMISSIONER BELLAMY: Second.

24 CHAIRMAN REW: And a second. Discussion on the

25 motion? Keeping in mind, I guess, the key word in that

June 22, 2005 Public Hearing Transcript



Page 64

1 motion is "more consistent" because the opposition is

2 saying that it's not consistent with the General plan.

3 The applicant is saying that it is, and you're saying --

4 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: More consistent.

5 CHAIRMAN REW: More consistent which is relevant,

6 I guess.

7 All right. Further discussion on the motion?

8 COMMISSIONER BELLAMY: Does that include a --

9 Mr. Chairman --

10 CHAIRMAN REW: Commissioner Bellamy.

11 COMMISSIONER BELLAMY: Does that include a site

12 visit?

13 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Not at this time. We have

14 violations there, and we should not be doing that.

15 COMMISSIONER BELLAMY: Not until the

16 violations --

17 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: That is a potential.

18 CHAIRMAN REW: All right. So I gather,

19 Commissioner Helsley, if the applicant is listening and

20 we're going to take it off-calendar, if staff notifies us

21 that violations have been completed -- have been taken

22 care of, that the commission can look at it.

23 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Then if there is a

24 modified plan that is coming back, I think that that's

25 dependent on that modified plan.
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1 CHAIRMAN REW: So if I understand you correctly,

2 a site visit isn't necessary if there's no modification?

3 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: That's right.

4 CHAIRMAN REW: That's what your motion is saying.

5 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: More consistent with the

6 North Area Plan, getting rid of the violations before we

7 even consider a visitation, and there are some of you that

8 viewed a project at the top of the hill out there, so you

9 have a little bit of recollection maybe, but at the point

10 in time when we see a modified plan that is more

11 consistent and is in protection of the natural resources.

12 COMMISSIONER BELLAMY: Mr. Chairman.

13 CHAIRMAN REW: Mr. Bellamy.

14 COMMISSIONER BELLAMY: Is it possible to -- "more

15 consistent" is wide open. Is it possible to give the

16 applicant some direction on "more consistent" because more

17 consistent -- the next one might need to be more

18 consistent too, and I don't want to go through ten "more

19 consistent," and can you give us some kind of direction of

20 more consistent?

21 COMMISSIONER HELSLEY: Well, I delineated some of

22 that in the last hearing, and I'd be glad to go over that

23 again if you want, but I think that staff has an idea

24 where that is, number-wise, and I think the applicant does

25 also. I think the community does -- in that more
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1 consistent characteristic.

2 COMMISSIONER BELLAMY: So basically, you're

3 saying staff understands that more consistency plan; is

4 that right?

5 MS. TAE: Staff would certainly start with

6 Commissioner Helsley's comments at the last public

7 hearing.

8 COMMISSIONER BELLAMY: Okay. That will work.

9 CHAIRMAN REW: Everyone clear on the motion?

10 All in favor signify by saying aye.

11 COMMISSIONERS: Aye (all).

12 CHAIRMAN REW: Opposed? (No response.) Motion

13 carries. Continue to be taken off-calendar. Thank you

14 very much. That concludes Item Number 6. We still have

15 some business to take care. If you're exiting the

16 building, please do so quietly.

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1    LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA; WEDNESDAY, JUNE 28, 2006

2

3      MS. TAE:  Good morning, my name is Susan Tae.  I'm

4 with the Land Division section.

5          Project number 97178 was originally before your

6 commission in May of 2005 for 81 single-family lots in a

7 clustered design located east and west of Kanan Road and

8 Cornell Road and south of the City of Agoura Hills in

9 the Third Supervisorial District.

10          The project included -- asked for approval of

11 tentative map as well as a conditional use permit and

12 ocean permit.

13          During public hearings in May and June of 2005

14 your commission heard testimony both in favor and in

15 opposition to the project.  On June 21, 2005 you

16 directed the applicant to redesign the project to

17 protect the natural resources and be more consistent

18 with the Santa Monica Area Plan.

19          The project was re-advertised for a

20 February 2006 public hearing for 71 single-family lots,

21 and after two continuances it's before you this morning

22 with 66 single-family lots, five open space lots, six

23 landscape lots, and two public facility lots on

24 approximately 320 gross acres.

25          The conditional use permit request is to

2



1 include to off-site transport in the North Area

2 Community Standards District Grading Requirements.  The

3 Oak Tree permit also to request to remove 21 oaks

4 including two heritage oaks and encroachment of 11 oaks

5 including three heritage oaks.

6          At this time staff would like to approach the

7 maps to further describe the redesigned project.

8          The redesigned project depicts a development of

9 66 family lots on approximately 320 gross acres; 50 lots

10 are proposed now west of Kanan Road with clusters of 38

11 and 12 single-family lots.

12          With this redesign this important breach has

13 been retained and the map of Lyons -- the map population

14 of Lyons Pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains within

15 this area are located south and within landscape lot 73,

16 within lot 5, and portions of lots 14 through 17.

17 Retaining walls reach a maximum of 17 feet high at the

18 rear of open space lot 69 and a maximum of 10 feet high

19 along Kanan Road.  Ten lots are proposed between Kanan

20 and Cornell Road and this design has remained unchanged

21 since your first review of the project.

22          This street as well as the streets west of

23 Kanan are required to have full street improvements

24 including curb, gutter, sidewalks and streetlights.  The

25 applicant is requesting that these streets be modified

3



1 so that they can improved with the rural or inverted

2 shoulder design.

3          Medea Creek is shown within this middle portion

4 of the project and a 12-foot easement for the Zuma Ridge

5 trail is also depicted in this area.

6 Six lots are now proposed east of Cornell Road.

7 This is also within the entire -- this portion -- excuse

8 me -- is entirely within the Las Virgenes ecological

9 area and these six lots are a reduction from the

10 original 27 that was proposed.

11          Maps of Lyons Pentachaeta location -- is

12 located within this approximate location within lot 65.

13 And this portion of the project is proposed to be a

14 gated development with private ownership -- excuse me --

15 owned and maintained by the homeowners, and this will be

16 with the inverted shoulder design as well.

17          Overall project grading is approximately

18 380,000 cubic yards of cut and 319,000 cubic yards of

19 fill.  This leads to a grading imbalance with an excess

20 of 60,600 cubic yards to be transported off site.

21          The manufactured slopes do present a more

22 undulating or awkward grading design.  These are located

23 at the rear of lots 63 through 66 and the grading

24 designs have also been incorporated along Kanan Road.

25          If there are no further questions of the map,

4



1 then staff will continue its presentation.

2      MR. HELSLEY:  A couple of questions in relation to

3 the map.  The center section was not redesigned as you

4 indicated?

5      MS. TAE:  That is correct.  It is the same design

6 as originally proposed.

7      MR. HELSLEY:  The other question, the trail, is it

8 a 20-foot wide trail or 12-foot wide trail?

9      MS. TAE:  The easement is shown as a 12-foot wide

10 trail.

11      MR. HELSLEY:  The imbalance of the cubic yards, do

12 you know whether that imbalance comes predominantly from

13 the SEA area or does it come from the western side?

14      MS. TAE:  Staff believes that the imbalance is from

15 this portion of the project in the SEA and referred to

16 the applicant's engineer to confirm.

17      MR. HELSLEY:  And the other question is -- the last

18 question is I notice it says Phase 1 and Phase 2.  I

19 don't think there is anything in the project that

20 indicates it's phased.

21      MS. TAE:  The applicant may have included notes on

22 the cover sheet which we don't have up on the board to

23 request phasing, but it is staff's understanding that

24 they are proposing two phases for the project, so that

25 would be part of your consideration this morning.

5



1      MR. HELSLEY:  Thank you.

2      MS. TAE:  Your commission in previous public

3 hearings had requested additional information regarding

4 the adjacent city of Agoura Hills project known as

5 Agoura Village.  Adopted by the city council on June 14,

6 2006, the specific plan authorized up to 293 attached

7 dwelling units and an approximate maximum of 950,000

8 square feet of retail office and other uses to create a

9 pedestrian friendly village.  The statement of

10 overriding considerations related to air quality and

11 traffic had also been adopted with the specific plan.

12          On June 21st, 2005 the commission directed the

13 applicant to redesign the project to be more consistent

14 with the North Area Plan.  This included reducing

15 grading, required buffers from sensitive resources,

16 prohibiting disturbances of protected species and

17 minimizing impervious surfaces and disturbance of

18 natural drainages.  Alternative number 4 in the draft

19 EIR was also cited as a guide with respect to protecting

20 sensitive species.

21          The project as currently designed impacts

22 populations of Lyons Pentachaeta with grading and

23 development in single-family lots number 5 and 14

24 through 17 as well as landscape lot number 73. This

25 would need to be redesigned to preserve endangered

6



1 species and to be consistent with the North Area Plan.

2          The applicant has also been working with the

3 community to prepare design guidelines for the future

4 development and construction of the subdivision.

5          The current draft includes guidelines for

6 architect styles, landscaping materials, and other

7 construction details.  Staff recommends that this be

8 finalized with additional guidelines for various

9 setbacks, building heights, and lot coverage.

10          Staff also recommends that updated view

11 modification be incorporated that allows for evaluation

12 and analysis of potential impacts to all sensitive

13 species.  These design guidelines would be approved as

14 part of conditional use permit and all future

15 development would be required to comply with these

16 guidelines.

17          As the redesigned project now results in an

18 imbalance grading condition, 60,600 cubic yards of earth

19 work will need to be transported off-site.  As required

20 by the CIP for off-sites transport, information is

21 relayed to the haul route and destination of the

22 transported dirt.  This information will be required

23 before a commission takes final action on the

24 conditional use permit.

25          The Zuma Ridge trail is currently depicted only

7



1 as 12-foot easement along Madea Creek.  As staff

2 understands that the applicant is going to provide the

3 easements as well as voluntarily improve the trail all

4 of the necessary information related to constructing the

5 trail that would need to be evaluated on a tentative map

6 would go for subdivision committee review.

7          The Parks & Recreation Department is also

8 evaluating the recently adopted Agoura Hills specific

9 plan with respect to the trail connection and will be

10 working with the applicant and other stakeholders to

11 finalize this trail alignment.  A representative from

12 Parks & Recreation is here this morning to answer any

13 questions.

14          Additional correspondence received since the

15 release of staff memo has been provided to you this

16 morning.  They include four additional letters of

17 support and 13 letters in opposition as well as one

18 letter with concerns from the National Park Service.

19          Those in support cited long-term investment in

20 the property and preservation of 85 percent open space

21 as a compatible development.

22          Letters received in opposition include concerns

23 with lack of analysis associated with the use of impacts

24 on Lady Face Mountain, inconsistency with the North Area

25 Plan, impacts to water quality and riparian habitat

8



1 along Madea Creek, adequate protection of endangered

2 species and threatened plant species as well as the

3 protection of trails.

4          Additional comments were also received related

5 to the lack of information and community standards in

6 the draft design guidelines as well as lack of adequate

7 buffer from development for sensitive species.

8 Lastly, the National Park Service had provided

9 comments related to the threatened and endangered

10 species, visual impacts with proposed density and the

11 formation along stakeholders for feasible alignment for

12 Zuma Ridge trail.

13          As currently designed, staff feels the project

14 meets more of the goals and policies of the North Area

15 Plan for sensitive compatible design; however, staff is

16 recommending additional changes to greater achieve

17 consistency.  The subdivision should be redesigned to

18 eliminate the disturbance of protected biota resources

19 which include endangered Lyons Pentachaeta.  Additional

20 design guidelines should also be included as part of the

21 project for lot coverage area, various setbacks and

22 building heights.

23          The necessary information associated with the

24 improvement of the Zuma Ridge trail at the alignment

25 determined by Parks & Recreation should also be

9



1 incorporated on the tentative map and reviewed by

2 subdivision committee and staff for feasibility and

3 evaluation of the potential impacts.

4          Haul route and other information should also be

5 provided before final action on the off-site transport

6 grading additional use permit.

7          Therefore, staff recommends that if your

8 commission agrees with staff's evaluation and feels that

9 these can be accomplished before final action, staff

10 recommends that the public hearing be closed this

11 morning and commission indicate its intent to approve

12 the project with the changes discussed during the public

13 hearing.

14          However, if the commission feels that based on

15 additional comments received after the release of the

16 staff report and -- that continued public input should

17 be received on such project issues as design guidelines,

18 trail alignment, and extent of potential impact with

19 fuel modification, staff recommends the commission

20 continue the public hearing to resolve these matters.

21          If there are no further questions, that

22 concludes my presentation.

23      MS. VALADEZ:  Question of staff?

24      MR. HELSLEY:  One question in relation to the

25 Dudleya on lot 50 or 51.  There is a bare section of

10



1 Dudleya at that point.  I didn't hear your comment in

2 reference to that lot.

3      MS. TAE:  I did not reference that specific lot,

4 but the staff recommendation would be to protect all of

5 the protected biota resources.

6      MR. HELSLEY:  That's it.

7      MS. VALADEZ:  Any other questions from staff?

8          Looks like we're to the point where I wanted to

9 start.  I apologize for bringing you up so early.

10          If we could begin with the applicant.  You'll

11 notice we have a fairly long public hearing.  We have

12 another case in back of this case, which we'd also like

13 to hear today, and we have a 1 o'clock time we we'll

14 lose quorum, so all those things being said to the

15 extent we could get as much public testimony as we can

16 today.  We will try to hear both cases so we'll be

17 looking to see how far we get before our next break at a

18 little after 11 o'clock to be able to tell you exactly

19 how long we'll be working with each case to allow both

20 cases to be heard today.

21          Thank you.  You can proceed.

22      MR. WESTON:  Very good.  Good morning, Vice Chair

23 Valadez, members of the commission, my name Steve

24 Weston.  I'm a representative of the Applicant, Sage

25 Community Group here today to speak on behalf of the

11



1 applicant.

2          Because much of the information, the detailed

3 information about this revised project is contained in a

4 packet delivered to you as part of your materials a

5 letter dated June 21 from the applicant's attorney, I am

6 not going to go into great detail today.  I think you

7 have that information before you.

8          I wanted to let you know that since I was last

9 here in April to request a continuance we have continued

10 to seek community input on design and landscape

11 guidelines, and we have continued to work closely with

12 staff on redesign of the overall project.

13          In essence we're here today to express our

14 support for the staff report.  It is comprehensive and

15 believe that it touches upon all the correct issues, but

16 by way of reference, I just want to make clear that we

17 have 320 acres of property in the Triangle Ranch.  We

18 are only going to use 12 percent of that property;

19 88 percent of that property will remain as open space

20 and be dedicated to an appropriate public agency as

21 primary open space.

22          We have in our materials under tab A of our

23 packet a very good map which shows how much open space

24 remains after this project is developed.

25          We have worked hard to reduce grading, to

12



1 reduce impacts to the SEA, to achieve even more

2 consistency with the North Area Plan, and to try to

3 assuage the community's concern with respect to what

4 this development will look like when it's complete and

5 sitting with them and working with landscape and design

6 architects to try to come up with appropriate design

7 guidelines.

8          A few points that I'd like to make and then

9 I'll close, and that is first what we understand staff's

10 concern about trying to avoid all impacts to the

11 sensitive species.  We would like very much to try to

12 retain those three or four lots that are impacted on

13 Cornell by the Lyons Pentachaeta.  We believe those are

14 small isolated populations of the Pentachaeta.  We have

15 avoided the vast, vast majority. Again, we have a very

16 good reference map in our materials to show just how

17 well we have avoided that, and if we had any concern at

18 all about the staff report, it would be simply to try to

19 hang on to those additional lots.

20          To give you an update on the guidelines we --

21 we met this week with a representative of the landscape

22 architect recommended by some of the community of Mia

23 Laird (phonetic) and we have asked her company to peer

24 review our guidelines. They will submit a proposal to

25 us this week which I presume we will accept and continue
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1 to work with them to see if we can put a package of

2 guidelines together which better reflect some of the

3 concerns that the community has expressed.

4          Similarly with the Zuma Ridge trail, we're not

5 expert in terms of deciding where that trail ought to go

6 and how it ought to be designed, but look forward to

7 working with staff and the Department of Parks &

8 Recreation to come up with a design that is suitable to

9 the community and the various interested agencies and to

10 be an active participant in that process.

11          Finally, staff has mentioned that I want to

12 reiterate the -- if there is any changed circumstances

13 since the last time we met, it is the Agoura Village

14 specific plan.  We have a couple of representatives

15 under tabs five and six of our materials to show the

16 extent of what Agoura, city of Agoura, has come up with

17 respect to development.

18          Significant development is 293 residential

19 units and almost a million square feet of hotel, office,

20 commercial.  We think though that our project is modest

21 as it is -- at 66 units will be an appropriate

22 transition to the Santa Monica Mountains and to serve as

23 a true gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains.  It's

24 reflective to us --

25          (Laughter from from the audience.)
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1      MS. VALADEZ:  Excuse me.

2      MR. WESTON: -- it's reflective to us of the --

3      MS. VALADEZ:  Please don't do that.

4      MR. WESTON: -- way we have worked with staff to

5 redesign this project and to try to be less intensive

6 than the City of Agoura Hills.

7          In closing, let me request that to the extent

8 possible today you complete the public hearing and that

9 you direct staff to come back with the necessary

10 approval documents consistent with the commission's

11 comments and the staff report.

12          We certainly do have consultants here today to

13 assist on engineering or guidelines issue to answer any

14 questions you might have at the appropriate time, and

15 with that I thank you very much.

16      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you very much for your

17 testimony.

18          Can we hear any questions.

19      MR. HELSLEY:  A couple of questions before you

20 leave.  The presentation -- the visual presentation by

21 your attorney group -- is that what it is -- yeah, with

22 the package that had the maps in it and you referenced a

23 couple of those, five and six, I think, and nine -- no,

24 five -- yeah, nine.

25          I would like to draw your attention to number 9

15



1 for just a moment as we relate to green zones as it

2 relates to lots 16.  As we take and move from your

3 presentation to the public's presentation, could you get

4 together with your engineering staff so that in rebuttal

5 you can talk about lots numbers 14, 15 and 16?

6      MR. WESTON:  I will indeed.

7      MR. HELSLEY:  And lot -- I guess it's the

8 landscaping lot at the end of the cul-de-sac by lot

9 number 28?

10      MR. WESTON:  Yes.

11      MR. HELSLEY:  On the map that is presented there,

12 you have a gray zone that I assume is -- that word

13 scares me a little bit, but it looks like you depicted

14 the flood zone as a gray slope along Medea Creek.  Is

15 that what that depicts?

16      MR. WESTON:  I think it is, but I'll confirm that

17 with our engineer.

18      MR. HELSLEY:  There are a couple of grading,

19 appears to be, roads to go down to take care of culverts

20 in that area and there is a way in which those can be

21 put in or maintenance roads could -- rather than going

22 down the steep slope could be put in in a different

23 pattern.

24          The last item I guess is I would be interested

25 in knowing why there was no adjustment of the center
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1 zone, that -- between Cornell and Kanan.  I think you

2 did an excellent beginning on the eastern zone.

3 MR. WESTON:  We will address that too.

4      MR. HELSLEY:  Thank you.

5      MR. WESTON:  Thank you very much.

6      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.

7          We're now ready to hear to the testimony with

8 respect to this matter.  And if -- I'd like to see the

9 hands of all those who -- we need to make a decision

10 exactly how we're going to do this.  If I can see all of

11 the proponents, those people supporting this

12 application, if I could see your hands that will be

13 testifying.  Okay.

14          And then if I could see the hands of those

15 who'll be testifying, who have concerns or in

16 opposition.

17          Okay.  If I could have the proponents come

18 forward, please.

19          If you could begin your testimony and sign in

20 afterwards, you could begin your testimony with your

21 name and address, that will be very helpful.

22      MR. PRESSMAN:  My name Jacob Pressman.  I'm a rabbi

23 and I'm here because a half a century ago a man named

24 Arc Risen (phonetic) was concerned about his rabbi,

25 Rabbi Weiss.  He said, "When you die, you're not going
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1 to have two nickels to knock together in your pocket."

2          Now, I believe in an area between L.A. and

3 Oxnard that's going to be something and I bought some

4 land there.  I don't need your help, but I think I'd

5 like you to take a look at an investment in -- for your

6 children, your grandchildren.

7          And so we certainly don't have money.  He said,

8 "Well, see what you can get."  So I borrowed $250 each

9 from my three children who were preteens and I'll pay

10 you out the rest $50 a month. So we finally paid out

11 our initial investment.  That's 50 years ago.

12          I speak for the investors who have come in on

13 this thing, many dead, many too old to come, and the

14 rest out of town.  I speak here because I'd like before

15 I die to see some of the investment come back.

16          Over the years I sent in money for taxes so we

17 had to pay, I wrote the $10,000 note that's discovered.

18 I don't think I ever got paid to keep this project

19 going.  We had disappoint after disappoint.

20          This Triangle Ranch seemed to be a good thing.

21 Why is it a good thing?  Because morally I could see

22 that 12 percent of that vast area leaving a virtual park

23 there, a golf course, far -- for the neighbors who are

24 quite far, most of them, farther than usual in life, to

25 enjoy over the conservancy to acquire.
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1          So I am here simply to say that the investors

2 have had 50 years of disappointment, a little sale, took

3 care of the taxes and so on, and most of us are already

4 thinking of second generation and third generation.  We

5 would like to see that this be approved because as I say

6 it seems to me the sensible, moral use of that land

7 which I, as a rabbi, cannot possibly oppose, and hoping

8 that the board is going to approve this.

9          I look at the -- at the top of the page aerial

10 map and I don't know what all the trouble is about, but

11 this is what I'm saying as an investor speaking for all

12 in the investors, I plead with you to see this modest

13 project through and let me see it before I die.  Thank

14 you.

15      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you very much for coming in.

16 Do you have any questions?  Thank you.

17      MR. DAN MINTZER:  My name is Dan Mintzer, 20675

18 Lull Street, Winnetka.  I've been involved in this

19 project one way or another for the past 50 years.  My

20 mother and father now deceased, now my sister, brother,

21 niece and nephew and myself --

22      MS. VALADEZ:  If you could speak louder into the

23 microphone.  We want to be sure you're heard.

24      MR. DAN MINTZER:  I think the group has been a good

25 corporate citizen working diligently with the County to
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1 cooperate with the North Area Plan and support County

2 desires.

3          It seems that this development is opposed by

4 individuals who live in this area and have benefitted

5 from its development with some of the same issues we

6 discussed today.  It seems to be a classic case of not

7 in my backyard.  It seems people need to preserve the

8 position and not allow others to benefit from the beauty

9 and scenery in this area.  I hope you will approve this

10 plan and allow this project to continue.  Thank you.

11      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.  Any questions?

12          Is there anyone else who would like to testify

13 in support?

14 Okay.  Thank you very much.

15          We'll be seating two persons.  Come forward.

16 We're now going to opponents or persons who have

17 concerns with respect to the project.  When you have

18 completed your testimony, would you take your seat again

19 so that we can have another person come forward.

20          First two persons come forward, please.

21          When you see a vacant seat, if you would just

22 come forward and take it.  Now, if one of you could

23 begin testifying and the other one sign your name...

24 Could we have your name and address, please?

25      THE WITNESS:  Good morning.  My name is Judi
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1 Tamasi.  I'm speaking on behalf of Santa Monica

2 Mountains Conservancy.  Our address is 5750 Ramirez

3 Canyon Road, Malibu, California 90265.

4 As a side note, the National Park Service staff

5 regrets that they were not able to attend this hearing.

6 A recent comment letter was submitted to you on this

7 project from the National Park Service, and as you may

8 know the National Park Service is a member of

9 conservancy board and many of the comments are reflected

10 in the conservancy comments.

11          We have reviewed the site plan and materials

12 provided on the Web for the 66-unit project.  The

13 conservancy opposes the current project proposal and

14 finds that it does not adequately avoid significant

15 adverse impacts to biological and visual resources.

16          According to the staff report, Alternative 4 in

17 the DEIR was cited as a guide for redesign at a previous

18 Planning Commission hearing. A fair imbalance project

19 would be one similar to Alternative 4 with some

20 additional avoidance measures.

21          The current project does not come close to

22 Alternative 4.  We see no reason for the Planning

23 Commission to impose permanent, unnecessary degradation

24 to the gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains national

25 recreation area especially when approximately a 44-unit
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1 project similar to Alternative 4 would provide

2 substantial economic return.

3          We see no public policy justification to

4 approve the currently proposed project which would

5 destroy endangered species through direct and indirect

6 impacts, including fuel modification, threaten the

7 population of a second species, grade substantially a

8 significant ecological area, pack houses along several

9 thousand feet of a scenic highway and gateway to the

10 national recreation area, sever an intra-mountain range

11 wildlife corridor, and alter totally the appearance of

12 the scenic valley.

13          Unless the applicants can conclusively

14 demonstrate via an independent economic analysis that a

15 project similar to Alternative 4 cannot result in a

16 reasonable profit, we urge the County to remain firm in

17 its previous recommendations for a project with the

18 smaller footprint.

19          In summary, we recommend that the Planning

20 Commission either continue this item to allow project

21 modifications to avoid significant adverse impacts to

22 biological and visual resources with the modified

23 Alternative 4 or to deny the project as proposed.  Thank

24 you.

25      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.  Does anybody have any
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1 questions?

2      MR. HELSLEY:  I'd like to ask a question in

3 relation to the wildlife corridor.  As you relate to

4 whether Agoura Hills has done as its -- basically

5 limited its project coming down near the county line, it

6 did not come all the way south, so they have left an

7 open section in with Medea Creek.  This project leaves

8 basically an open section at the southern-most portion

9 of it going across the mountains.

10          Where else do you see a corridor necessary for

11 animals? Animal recreation?

12      MS. JUDI TAMASI:  On this project specifically?

13 MR. HELSLEY:  Yes.

14      MS. JUDI TAMASI:  The homes that are west of Kanan,

15 that's the southern portion that go along Kanan, that

16 would be one portion that would be recommended for

17 minimizing the development in that area, so west of

18 Kanan, the southern strip of houses.

19   MR. HELSLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

20      MS. VALADEZ:  I just had another question.

21          Are there other areas that you see where the

22 development would not have the same impact if they moved

23 the homes over west of Kanan?

24      MS. JUDI TAMASI:  Can you repeat that?

25      MS. VALADEZ:  Is there another area on the site
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1 where you could see that they could move the homes that

2 were west of Kanan?

3      MS. JUDI TAMASI:  With respect to Lyons Pentachaeta

4 habitat, that's another issue.  What we're concerned

5 about is the direct impacts from the project footprint

6 in addition to the fuel modification impacts, and the

7 staff recommendations were good -- we support the ones

8 in the sense that we should have an updated fuel

9 modification plan showing proposed building pads and to

10 modify some of the project, but really the devil's in

11 the details and we'd like to see what that proposal is

12 before the commission takes an action.  So there

13 definitely are several areas of concern with respect to

14 Lyons Pentachaeta habitat.

15      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.

16 You could begin, please.

17      MS. COLLEEN HOLMES:  My name is Colleen Holmes.

18 I'm president of the Cornell Preservation Organization.

19 We have brought many busy community members today, many

20 of which will not be able speak.  I'd like to take a

21 brief moment to show you how many have come.

22      MS. VALADEZ:  If all of those that have come in

23 opposition or here from the association, please stand.

24 We could maybe have someone give an estimate of how many

25 you believe this is.  Just stand for a few seconds.
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1 Approximately 40 or 45 persons.  Okay.  You can be

2 seated.  Thank you very much.  Thank you.

3      MS. COLLEEN HOLMES:  CPO offered the developer with

4 a footprint that the residents felt that they could live

5 with.  This was presented approximately a month and a

6 half to two months ago. It's very similar to

7 alternative plan number 4.

8          In coming up with this footprint we met with

9 the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy.  We stayed away

10 from sensitive species, wildlife corridors, riparian

11 habitat, and we did submit this at the last meeting. As

12 of yet we have not had any comment regarding this given

13 to us.

14          According to the latest map, the area of above

15 Medea Creek is slated to be a 10-home development with a

16 350-foot road entrance.  This is an environmental folly.

17 There is no need for the entry road to be that long.

18 Such a long access road results in needless grading of

19 impermeable surfaces.  If it is shortened, less grading

20 would be required and fewer oak trees would be impacted.

21          Ten lots are six too many.  We support the Fish

22 & Game position that several of the residential lots

23 should be eliminated. Under the present plan, the fuel

24 modification zone would extend into riparian habitat.

25 CPO joins both the Department of Fish & Game and the
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1 Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy in their concerns and

2 calls for the elimination of lots 39 through 42 at a

3 minimum.

4          Also there was talk by the developer of

5 attorneys regarding the Agoura Village specific plan.

6 This was mentioned several times in the applicant's

7 burden of proof as a justification for the Triangle

8 Ranch project.

9          The applicant is misleading in its description

10 of the village plan as a density packed, heavily

11 commercial, residential development immediately adjacent

12 to the project.  Even if this project were fully built

13 out, it preserves critical open space while hugging the

14 101 Freeway and Agoura Road, north to the south, which

15 is topographically different than this location.

16 The City of Agoura Hills has made a commitment

17 to open space in the sourtherly regions of the village

18 specific plan. It is these open space regions that will

19 abut the Triangle Ranch site and not heavy commercial or

20 residential areas.  It has to stop at the gateway to the

21 Santa Monica Mountains.

22 This assumes the village developers and include

23 Mr. Winton (phonetic), an owner of the Triangle Ranch

24 project are able to gain approval for full build-out.

25 This is unlikely as litigation is already being prepared
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1 to challenge the plan itself, and the City of Agoura

2 Hills has stated in public record that full build-out is

3 unlikely once the detailed EIRs are prepared for each of

4 the individual project sites within the village plan

5 overlay.

6          I also want to say briefly that although we do

7 appreciate the meetings you've had with the developer,

8 we feel that we were sandbagged.  We felt as if we were

9 used. We don't feel we had any agreement.  We had many

10 plans and comments from the community that we never got

11 any answers to.

12          We do appreciate the fact that they did hire

13 Mia Laird (phonetic). That's the best thing they did

14 do, but we don't feel that they answered our questions.

15 Thank you very much.

16      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you for your testimony.

17          Do you have any questions?

18      MR. HELSLEY:  I would like to ask a question in

19 relation to the center zone.  You're talking about lot

20 numbers 39 through 42.  I notice you didn't include lot

21 43 in that -- the alternatives that you've talked with

22 the developer about at that location, would do what in

23 that zone?

24      MS. COLLEEN HOLMES:  In lot 43?

25      MR. HELSLEY:  No, in that whole zone.
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1  MS. COLLEEN HOLMES:  In that whole zone, nothing.

2 Open space.  We feel that it's -- it should be a

3 protected area. It's too close to the riparian habitat.

4 With fuel modification, it would remove a lot of

5 riparian habitat going to the creek.  We're also not

6 clear about how they are planning to grade that area.

7 It is right now a very high hill area overlooking Kanan.

8 We're very unclear as to how they are planning to

9 address that which would then -- if it does get graded,

10 it will be closer to the creek riparian habitat again.

11      MR. HELSLEY: That hill, isn't it basically a soil

12 stockpile?

13      MS. COLLEEN HOLMES:  No, not on that site, not on

14 Medea Creek side.  On the Lady Face side it is, but on

15 the Medea Creek side it actually is not.  It actually is

16 a cut through a hill that used to be there and the hill

17 still remains.  We're very unclear as to how they are

18 planning to address that.

19   MR. HELSLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

20   MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you very much.

21          If you could begin, sir.

22      MR. NICOLAS NOXON:  My name is Nicholas Noxon, 2305

23 Sierra Creek Road, Agoura, 91301.  I'm a member of CPO.

24          I'd like to comment on the visual and scenic

25 qualities of the proposed development.  I think the
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1 original conclusion would be an EIR that the scenic

2 qualities of the area will be seriously impacted still

3 is very true.  Those (unintelligible) to planning are

4 considering today to change that.

5          To cite the ordinary plan, the guiding

6 principle for managing a natural environment is that

7 resource protection had priority over development.  The

8 plan goes on to identify the natural hillsides as a

9 significant biological and visual resource and to

10 identify Lady Face Mountain as one of the most prominent

11 land forms in the area.

12          That's the plan, but right here on the slopes

13 of Lady Face Mountain we have nine-tenths of the

14 proposed Triangle trap, 50 homes (unintelligible) on

15 lots that are smaller than before. Nine are on lots

16 that are less than one quarter acre.  The majority are

17 on less than half an acre.  Many of these lots are

18 little bigger than a tennis court.

19 Is this really what we want on a scenic

20 highway, the gateway to the north area and the

21 celebrated the Santa Monica Mountains?

22       The only housing development nearby that is

23 comparable is Medea Creek Estates, less that half a mile

24 away. Each home here is located on at least a full acre

25 and this was executed before the North Area Plan.

29

PH3-9



1     But here on Kanan at the foot of Lady Face we

2 have 1800 feet of development frontage including a

3 500-foot sound barrier wall which protects a highly

4 conventional, rather down scale track rudely imposed on

5 a natural landmark.

6          On Kanan Road thousands of commuters and

7 visitors pass Lady Face Mountain many times every day,

8 and from someplaces on Kanan, 100 percent of the

9 mountainside will be hidden by houses.

10          The lack of a master landscape plan goes to the

11 heart of visual deficiencies of the project. The County

12 planning staff called this a major flaw in the original

13 DEIR.  It is here.  It has been spoken of and promised

14 many times, but the latest word from the developer is

15 that they will not create this until after the project

16 has been approved.  They don't apparently think it's

17 going to help.

18          CPO has held a series of meetings and

19 consultations with the public and knowledge

20 (unintelligible) seeking ideas and reactions to the

21 appearance of the Triangle project.  The major problem

22 everyone saw was density. You need room to create

23 variety and character.  Many specific design ideas that

24 have been suggested are probably not possible.  Here are

25 a few of them.
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1          The regular and various sizes of the lots -- I

2 see my time is running out.  I have a little bit more to

3 say.  I will turn over this document and I'd like to

4 introduce my wife who has signed in and she will finish

5 up for you.  Thank you so much.

6      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.

7      MS. NICKY NOXON:  Some of the points we're seeking

8 here are the different and various orientation,

9 structures --

10      MR. HELSLEY:  Give us your name.

11      MS. NICKY NOXON:  I'm Nicky Noxon at the same

12 address as Nick.

13          No accommodations for the natural land forms,

14 open space distributed throughout the developed area and

15 interesting and unpredictable patterns would create a

16 benefit.  Structures blended into hillsides and existing

17 gradients rather than on artificially leveled building

18 heads.  Single-story structures, open view shed

19 corridors allowing Lady Face and other scenic features

20 to be observed from existing trials, roads and

21 residences.  Preservation of all existing mature trees,

22 natural drainage features and wildlife habitats,

23 landscaping with native plants and integrated with

24 surrounding natural areas.

25          We are well aware that these ideas present a
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1 challenge to current sales and development.  The rural

2 character of the area has evolved over a period of time

3 and can only be preserved by a deliberate effort to

4 avoid current development practices dictated largely by

5 economics and accepted practice in urban areas -- in

6 suburban areas; however, we do suggest property values

7 in the Santa Monica Mountains reflect the scarcity of

8 the natural and scenic features there.

9          The way things are going a truly innovative

10 development could prove very worthwhile.  Until such a

11 plan is presented with detailed landscaping and grading

12 plans, we urge the commission to deny approval of the

13 present Triangle proposal.

14          In terms of density in the area west of Kanan,

15 we continue to endorse the original Alternative 4 which

16 was the choice of planning staff in the beginning.

17 Thank you.

18      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.  Any questions?  Thank you

19 very much.

20          Please proceed.

21      MR. TOM DODSON:  Good morning.  My name is Tom

22 Dodson and I'm an environmental consultant that has been

23 working with the Cornell Preservation Organization.

24          I'd like to begin by providing you with copies

25 of the three letters that I would like introduced into
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1 the record if you would, please.

2          And then I submitted comments both on the

3 original environmental impact report and on the

4 subsequent issues that were addressed by the developer.

5 I think the key concern that we have is that we believe

6 we were making progress towards a solution to many of

7 the issues in terms of the negotiations and discussions

8 with the developer.

9 I think it's been stated that we got sandbagged

10 or felt like we did not get a continued response from

11 them and that was a failure we regret.  What I'd like to

12 do is make sure you understand there is still a series

13 of issues that we believe need to be addressed before

14 this project proceeds.  As a result we'd like this body

15 to make a decision to continue this project.

16          With that, let me proceed forward with the

17 following issues.  There are -- in the environmental

18 comment issues, we raised issues regarding a number of

19 specific topics that we feel have not been addressed.

20          The ones that remain are hydrology and water

21 quality, those related to streambeds because of the

22 proposed development on the southwest, if you will, the

23 ten lots that are strung along the highway.  We believe

24 that there is severe traffic issues that have not been

25 addressed.
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1      From the beginning we requested that this

2 project be examined on a weekend circumstance when the

3 worst case traffic occurs and that's never been done.

4 It's been ignored. In addition, we believe that there

5 is a severe safety issue associated with the entry into

6 the highway on Kanan at that location for that

7 particular project.

8    Continuing on with issues there has been no

9 specific designs or discussions on how water that's

10 going to be generated from this project will be entering

11 into the local streams.

12      We don't have any designs yet for the desilting

13 basins, how it's going to be handled, how we're going to

14 maintain water quality. We've never seen a full-on

15 landscape plan that shows what buffer areas are going to

16 be required, how they are going to be constructed and

17 developed.

18      We have a number of lots that are being

19 proposed again adjacent to the Medea Creek which will

20 affect the wildlife corridor through a combination of

21 lighting and a combination of human activity.

22       The SEA issues we thought we had resolved by

23 bringing all the development along Cornell directly

24 adjacent to the road with access directly off Cornell

25 which was proposed by one of your commissioners at the
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1 previous hearing.  That has not been done.  We still

2 have major cuts, major topographic alterations that are

3 associated with this project.

4          These are not only environmental issues.  They

5 are also conflicts and create an inconsistency with the

6 plan, the North Area Plan.  That's a key and critical

7 issue that we believe needs to be addressed.  It has not

8 from our standpoint.

9     MS. VALADEZ: Thank you very much.

10          Do you have questions?

11      MR. HELSLEY:  I have a question.  In relation to

12 the center lots along Medea Creek, as an environmental

13 consultant, do you see a solution to those where there

14 can be lots in there without impacting Medea Creek?

15 Maybe -- well, I'm interested in your impression.

16      MR. TOM DODSON:  Yes, sir, I do.

17          We propose that they bring the lots closer in

18 to the center portion of that parcel.  If you turn

19 around, you can see there is a peninsula that sticks

20 out.  You've got a -- that peninsula sticks out, we

21 suggest they bring the lots in, that they handle all the

22 runoff on the site, not the lots directly adjacent to

23 the creek channel and put in a maximum of four lots

24 which would given them some lots in that area, but would

25 have also protected the wildlife corridor values and the
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1 stream channel values that are directly adjacent.

2      MR. HELSLEY:  You made a comment in reference to

3 how the water would be handled as it comes off of this

4 development before it gets to the -- the inflow into the

5 creek itself. Would that be in the hydraulic --

6 hydrological report?

7      MR. TOM DODSON:  No, sir, at least we haven't seen

8 it.  To answer your question, the key concern is --

9 again, using -- let's go back to the Cornell parcel

10 because it's the one I'm most familiar with.

11          You're going to make some major changes in

12 topography in that area and then you're going to have to

13 bring in some sort of drainage facility across Cornell

14 and down the Medea Creek.  If you look at it, it's going

15 to be essentially cutting west.

16          One of the questions that we raised the whole

17 time is you can't just dump water into the roadway and

18 let it run down somewhere. You have to have some sort

19 of entry feature into the creek channel itself.

20          You do that because you have to dissipate the

21 energy so you don't erode and cause a problem and you

22 also need to have some control on the water that is

23 going in. They have never shown us those.  Those are

24 the key concerns we've got, are the drainage facilities,

25 and how they will actually be installed. They have
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1 never responded to the request to address those issues,

2 "they" being the developer.

3    MR. HELSLEY: I notice that they have retention

4 basins coming into the project. I've seen those on the

5 map, but I've not seen them going out of the project for

6 trash control, sedimentation, and the materials you're

7 talking about.

8    MR. TOM DODSON: We have not seen any specific

9 drawings or designs. They simply said they will do it.

10 We think that those designs have ramifications and

11 impacts that have not been evaluated. I concur with

12 what you just said.

13   MR. HELSLEY:  Okay.

14 MS. VALADEZ: Thank you very much.

15      Begin with your name and address.

16 MS. LEAH CULBERG: My name is Leah Culberg, 32063

17 Lobo Canyon Road, Agoura.

18 Honorable Commissioners, CPO still has serious

19 concerns about the lack of protection of rare and

20 endangered flora and fauna in the latest map iteration

21 in the Triangle Ranch and request that nothing be

22 approved until these concerns are answered.

23   The many maps in the DEIR are inconsistent on

24 the actual location of Dudleya on this site. One of the

25 maps, Figure 3 at 5, shows two locations for it, both
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1 west of Kanan. Assuming this map is accurate, lots 50

2 and 51 place housing directly on them and landscape lot

3 73 provides area for fuel modification right over the

4 Dudleya.

5    Additionally, the chart of biological resources

6 in the DEIR states that several populations have been

7 observed along Cornell Road although they aren't shown

8 on any of the maps.

9 The subdivision cannot be approved until all of

10 the locations for the threatened Dudleya have been

11 correctly identified. You cannot approve building lots

12 until you can ensure they won't eradicate population

13 clusters.

14 This Dudleya is endemic to the Santa Monicas,

15 so if it is extricated at this location for development

16 of Trianle Ranch, it may well become extinct.

17 Lyons Pentachaeta is well-known to this site;

18 however, the population in the SEA is genetically

19 distinct and varied. While most of the Pentachaeta in

20 the SEA has been successfully avoided in the newer

21 proposal, the area of Pentachaeta on which the owner

22 previously erected a barn and corral thus destroying the

23 population cluster is now identified as residential lots

24 65 and 66.

25      It is not appropriate to reward the owner for
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1 eradicating the Pentachaeta with development rights.

2 Perhaps if this land is allowed to remain in

3 its natural state the Pentachaeta will return. In fact,

4 Fish & Game is meeting with the developer tomorrow to

5 discuss the possibility this species may still be viable

6 at this location. No one can know for sure until it has

7 gone through a couple winter rain cycles.

8      For the residents east of Cornell fuel

9 modification will likely cause more Pentachaeta to be

10 eradicated than is apparent on the maps because the fuel

11 mod. zone would extend 200 feet into the brush.

12      West of Kanan almost all of the remaining

13 Pentachaeta will be impacted by this proposal.

14 Residential lots 5 and 14 through 17 have Pentachaeta

15 growing on them as well as landscape lot 73.

16       In addition, fuel modification and construction

17 activities for lots 59 and 60 and the previously

18 mentioned lots will disturb most of the Pentachaeta

19 growing even in the adjoining areas.

20      We request you not allow development on any of

21 the lots which contain endangered Pentachaeta and also

22 on adjoining lots because fuel mod. activities would

23 degrade existing populations. Thank you.

24 MS. VALADEZ: Thank you.

25        Do you have any questions?

39

PH3-23

PH3-24

PH3-25



1          Okay.  Thank you very much for your testimony.

2          You could begin, please.

3      MS. PENELOPE SUESS:  Good morning.  My name is

4 Penelope Suess.  I live at 30473 Mulholland Highway in

5 Agoura.

6          This morning I'm here to present the commission

7 with petition letters signed by more than 50 members of

8 the Santa Monica Mountains community, including myself,

9 who are opposed to the approval of tentative tract map

10 number 52419, otherwise known as Triangle Ranch.

11          I respectfully ask that these letters be

12 entered into the record.  The letters represent the

13 heartfelt opinions of members of the community who could

14 not be here today and who have not, to the best of my

15 knowledge, otherwise communicated with the commission or

16 the Department of Regional Planning regarding this

17 matter being heard.

18          The time limit will not permit me to read the

19 entire text of the petition; however, I will read the

20 opening paragraph and summaries the issues addressed.

21          "Dear Commissioners," the letter reads, "I am

22 opposed to the latest plan for Triangle Ranch because it

23 still has not addressed many of the concerns of the

24 community, primarily of which is that it is an urban

25 development that would be imposed upon a rural area.
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1 Specifically, the following community concerns have been

2 neither explored nor solved in the most recent issuance

3 of design guidelines and accompanying maps. To the

4 contrary these issues have been ignored. The areas of

5 concern include traffic and safety, view shed, North

6 Area Plan, water quality and riparian habitat,

7 endangered and threatened plant species, oak trees,

8 wildlife corridors, parks and trails."

9          I see I have more time so I will go on to --

10 well, I can't because I don't have the letter with me,

11 unfortunately.  May I have one of those petitions back

12 and I can read the final --

13      MR. HELSLEY:  I was just reading it.

14      MS. PENELOPE SUESS:  I can read the final paragraph

15 to you. I'd like to point out that these 50 petitions

16 that have been submitted represent 50 additional people

17 to the 40 who are already here before you in this room.

18          The final paragraph of the petition letter

19 reads, "Because Triangle Ranch is at the Kanan Road

20 entrance into the heart of Santa Monica Mountains

21 national recreation area, the developer has a very

22 special responsibility to create a subdivision that will

23 make a statement to passing motorists and the community

24 that since they have left the city of Agoura Hills

25 behind they have entered into a different zone.  Sage
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1 Community has yet to accomplish this.  Please keep it

2 foremost in your minds as you review this application."

3 Thank you.

4  MS. VALADEZ: Thank you very much.  Any questions?

5      MR. HELSLEY:  I would have a question in relation

6 to that last statement.  And that is as I leave Agoura

7 Hills I move into the county zone, I come across a

8 series of developments that were approved back in the

9 Eighties and this type of thing that impacted this area

10 quite a bit.

11      MS. PENELOPE SUESS:  I don't believe any of this is

12 apparent to a motorist as this development would be if

13 it were built in this way. It will be extremely visible

14 to drivers on Kanan, whereas, the current Medea Creek

15 development is much more to my way of thinking invisible

16 to the driver.

17      MR. HELSLEY:  Follow-up on that the -- the

18 clustering of them to the west of Kanan Road is going to

19 be basically outside of the traffic viewline, the island

20 that's out in between Kanan and Cornell becomes very

21 viewable. But as you go down Kanan, that's basically a

22 hill slope that is tucked back in the corner, so if

23 you're going to have a cluster development as we look at

24 cluster developments within the mountains, we are able

25 to keep the ridge lines and the open views.  I would --
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1 what's your response?

2      MS. PENELOPE SUESS:  Well, there would be

3 additional retaining walls and roads entering and

4 exiting, possibly traffic signals.  It seems to me that

5 with all the extra traffic trips coming and going on

6 Kanan Road, it's going to make a significant difference

7 from the way it exists now, which I think we would all

8 like to have at least the area not be any -- degraded

9 any further than it is now.

10     MR. HELSLEY:  Thank you.

11      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you very much.

12     MR. MICHAEL HART:  Good morning, my name is Michael

13 Hart.  I live at 2090 East Lakeshore Drive, Agoura,

14 California 91301.  That's Malibu Lake, downstream of

15 proposed project.

16 There was a three-page letter that was

17 submitted to you on dated May 15, 2005.  It was

18 submitted to you by Mark Abramson of Heal the Bay, who

19 was the Malibu Creek watershed stream team manager. I'm

20 also a part of that stream team.

21       In the letter they outline numerous

22 deficiencies in the DEIR relating to water quality,

23 riparian habitat, sediment and issues as they relate to

24 Medea Creek and its tributaries on the applicant's

25 property.
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1       Now, over a year later none of these

2 deficiencies have been mitigated. Until this applicant

3 begins to show some respect for the permitting process

4 and the environment by providing you and us with a true

5 picture of the adequate details to assess and mitigate

6 the real impacts of this project, I respectfully request

7 that you deny the applicant's request. Thank you.

8    MS. VALADEZ: Thank you, Mr. Hart.

9        Any questions?

10         Thank you for bringing it to us.

11        You may given your testimony.

12    MS. CYNTHIA MAXWELL: I'm Cynthia Maxwell and I

13 live at 24874 Mulholland Highway in Calabasas. I have

14 lived in the Santa Monica Mountains specifically at the

15 end local canyon road and have been involved with the

16 mountains for many, many years.

17 SEA number 6 is unique because it represents

18 the locally rare range of extension of several plant

19 species: California juniper, linear-leaved goldenbush,

20 butterfly lily and clustered broom-rate.

21 Not included in the DIR, a very rare lichen,

22 Texosporum sancti-jacobi was found on our ridge above

23 Cornell corners in 2003. This is the only -- this is

24 only the third time it was collected in the

25 United States.
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1        An ecological area is unique not only because

2 of the individual species that are present, but because

3 of the interrelationship of those species and the

4 combination of several factors, some of which could be a

5 special climate node or unusual geological features or

6 soils.

7   Whatever it is that makes SEA number 6 special

8 is it has space; otherwise, its multiplicity of species

9 would not be found here. Scientists acknowledge they

10 don't fully understand the impact of one plant species

11 on another; therefore, it cannot be known what the

12 effect of eliminating any single species has on the

13 overall plant community. Consequently they all must be

14 protected for the SEA to remain viable.

15 Regarding the wildlife, SEA number 6 also

16 provides an east/west corridor to Medea Creek from

17 Liberty Canyon freeway underpass via the Abrams property

18 wildlife trial. It is imperative that these trials not

19 be disturbed or blocked by fences.

20      Regarding the Medea Creek riparian area,

21 clearing into the riparian area along the Medea Creek

22 for fuel mod. purposes would further degrade that

23 environment making it unstable for providing cover for

24 migrating animals and nesting birds. Reptiles and

25 amphibians that live in stream-side habitat,
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1 particularly frogs and pond turtles, would also be

2 impacted by fuel mod. activity. The potential for the

3 Southwestern pond turtle to occur in this location has

4 never been adequately assessed. Consequently we request

5 that a survey be performed at the appropriate time of

6 the year to determine the presence of the pond turtle

7 before final approval of any lots in the Medea Creek

8 area.

9       Per Fish & Game request, lots 39 through 44

10 should be eliminated to prevent fuel modification

11 activities from degrading the riparian environment and

12 impacting the native fauna.

13          Most of the oak trees to be impacted are found

14 in two locations in the subdivision at the Kanan Road

15 entries of A and D streets. If A Street were realigned

16 slightly, several oak trees could be saved. We are also

17 requesting that D Street be shortened significantly to

18 avoid impacting several oaks as well as reducing overall

19 grading.

20 In conclusion the effects of the development on

21 the SEA cannot be adequately (unintelligible). The

22 effects of lighting, runoff, noise or other factors

23 though seemingly minor at this time may prove to be

24 major in the future.

25 MS. VALADEZ: Thank you for your testimony.
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1         Do you have any questions?

2          We can't have people standing in the aisles or

3 along the back, so if you could take a seat, I would

4 appreciate it.

5          Somebody else to come up and testify.  You can

6 give your testimony.

7      MR. WAYNE GREKO:  Good morning.  My name is Wayne

8 Greko, G-r-e-k-o. I live at 3340 Cornell Road, Agoura,

9 California 91301.  I've been a resident in my property

10 since 1985.  Been a lot of changes.

11          I'd like to certainly first pay homage and

12 respect to the gentleman who addressed the desire to see

13 his investment to fruition.  I understand his needs.  I

14 understand the needs of Mr. Vance Moran of the Whizin

15 family. They're certainly with justification.

16          I too have been victimized by bad investments

17 on occasion as perhaps others have been, so we

18 understand that plight; however, all of us, residents

19 south of the freeway, south of Agoura Road area have one

20 major concern and has not really been addressed as well

21 as it should be.

22          There has been a lot of talk about ingress and

23 egress.  My major concern being a resident on Cornell

24 Road is the egress possibility in the event of another

25 major fire sweeping through the canyons.  It's not a

47

PH3-36



1 matter of oh, it may happen; it's probably a matter it

2 will happen.

3          Let history show to it that it has happened

4 before and it's going to happen again.  There is too

5 many people with cigarette butts flying out the window

6 Cornell Road right along Paramount Ranch. I pick them

7 up every day.

8          There are too many instances of dry brush winds

9 creating fires from other areas being swept into some of

10 the mountains.  All of us that live south of the freeway

11 truly have one egress area and that is the area of the

12 12 percent total of this development that is right at

13 the confluence of the Cornell, Kanan, and Agoura roads

14 where this development is going to take place.

15          Not only will the residents in the immediate

16 development, if it were allowed to be approved, will

17 they have difficulty, fire, emergency vehicles will be

18 suffering to try to get everyone northbound when that

19 fire is sweeping toward the ocean.  No one wants to go

20 with it.  They want to go north and out of that area.

21 It's going to be impossible.  I want it to rest on your

22 conscious, please, that we value our properties and our

23 lives too.

24          Thank you for your time.

25    MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.
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1      MR. HELSLEY:  I would ask one question.

2      MR. WAYNE GREKO:  Yes.

3      MR. HELSLEY:  As I look at that, fires tend to move

4 from north to south.  They are going to be taking and

5 coming from the north going to the south, so your exit

6 is really going to be Mulholland rather than going north

7 to the freeway.

8      MR. WAYNE GREKO:  Would you like me to give my

9 impression of that, sir?

10 MR. HELSLEY:  I would.

11      MR. WAYNE GREKO:  I believe that that depends on

12 the voracity of the fire because the fires have a

13 tendency to spread very rapidly in that area.  My

14 property, for example, has several large oaks that were

15 burned out in the 1979 fire at the same time my home was

16 being built and that fire went over the back of my hill

17 and approached April Road in back, which is all part of

18 that now, but at the same time try to get all of the

19 residents moving down Cornell, Kanan and Mulholland

20 winding down the highway with emergency vehicles coming

21 the other way it's going be -- unless we all have

22 helicopters it's going to be tough.

23      MR. HELSLEY:  Thank you.

24      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.

25          I'm going to just stop for just a moment here
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1 to do a little planning.  How many persons do we have

2 remaining that would like to be heard on this matter?

3      MR. REW:  I would suggest that we don't want to

4 hear repeats. So we've heard about traffic.  We've

5 heard about density. We've heard about flora and fauna.

6 If the people that still are wishing to speak, we would

7 appreciate it if they bring us new information, not

8 repeat what someone else has said.

9      MS. VALADEZ:  I think that's very true.

10          I'd also like to see on the matter which we

11 have on item number 8 how many persons that we have that

12 would like to be heard on this matter today?

13          I'm going to break for maybe six -- six, seven

14 minutes to work with the commission to see what we're

15 going to do to get both of these cases completed today.

16             (Recess.)

17      MS. VALADEZ:  We'll resume the public testimony.

18 Give your name and address.

19      MS. MARY HUBBARD:  My name is Mary Hubbard.  I live

20 at 5541 Ruthwood in Calabasas.  I grew up here.  I'm the

21 president of the Malibu Canyon Community Association and

22 we are concerned about development impacting local

23 resources, our quality of life and in particular the

24 gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains.

25          I am a board member of Save Open Space.  We're
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1 concerned about the same things.  I have been a member

2 of Heal the Bay Stream Team for the last five years

3 monitoring water quality in the area, so I'm familiar

4 with that.  And I represent -- I'm the vice-president of

5 Las Virgenes Homeowners Federation, who are representing

6 their interest in opposing developments that are not in

7 compliance with the North Area Plan.

8          We feel that this development isn't in

9 compliance because of its affect on traffic, streams,

10 wildlife, endangered species.  It's simply too intense

11 for the area.

12      In particular I want to mention some of the

13 complications.  Lots 49 through 60 should be eliminated

14 from the plan due to the hazardous traffic conditions

15 that they create.  Drivers exiting Triangle Canyon onto

16 Kanan Road towards Agoura encounters serious problems.

17 The exiting driver who wants to turn left on Kanan has

18 to look right for oncoming traffic. In the late

19 afternoon the sun signs directly into the eyes of driver

20 impairing vision and as a result this interchange has

21 resulted in numerous serious accidents.  Although

22 traffic study on this intersection was requested, it was

23 not performed.

24          The situation at the ingress/egress point at

25 Street D is exactly the same Triangle/Kanan
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1 intersection. Line of sight visibility along Kanan is

2 short due to the curve and traffic at this point is

3 traveling at least 60 to 70 miles per hour down from the

4 hill before arriving at this curve.  This is also true

5 of the Street A ingress and egress point at Kanan.

6 Eliminating lots 49 through 60 would resolve

7 this problem.  Adding a traffic light here, however,

8 would be adding insult to injury in view of the fact

9 that the development is being proposed from the area

10 where existing traffic problems are already severe as

11 they are.

12 Lots 39 through 48 should be deleted from the

13 proposal, but for a different reason.  These lots are

14 located in the Medea Creek site between Cornell and

15 Kanan.  This is an impaired blue line stream that many

16 groups are working hard to restore.  Of the many sites

17 Heal the Bay monitors, it's one of the worst.  To undue

18 their efforts by approving houses on the banks flies in

19 the face of what we know about the causes of Medea Creek

20 impairment which is urban runoff.

21 The cumulative impacts analysis as stated in

22 the EIR is that the project makes up a relatively small

23 portion of the water source degradation from Medea Creek

24 and Malibu Lake. That's wrong and must be substantiated

25 as required by CEQA.
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1          The Los Angeles Regional Quality Control Board

2 stated at TMVL required reduction of 92 percent in the

3 lower Medea Creek which is the area near the project

4 site. 80 percent of this reduction bacteria must be

5 accomplished at the low density residential level.

6 Placing homes along Medea Creek is not commensurate with

7 its figures.

8      MS. VALADEZ:  If you could summarize.

9      MS. MARY HUBBARD:  In summary, please either deny

10 this project as it is currently proposed or direct Sage

11 to continue with their redesign efforts until the

12 project resembles what this commission and other

13 organizations have recommended to them.  This is not it.

14    MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.

15      MS. MARY HUBBARD:  Thank you.

16      MS. VALADEZ:  If you could begin your testimony.

17     MR. STEVE HESS:  My name Steve Hess. I live at

18 28907 Wagon Road in Agoura.  I'm past president of the

19 Las Virgenes Homeowners Federation.  I'm here today to

20 speak to you about Triangle Ranch.

21          I'm going to ask that you -- that you deny the

22 project as it's proposed for a couple of reasons and I'd

23 like to focus on the consistency with the North Area

24 Plan.

25          Many of the people behind me as well as some of
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1 you I believe sat here several years ago and we worked

2 very hard on the adoption of North Area Plan so I'm

3 asking you all to think about that as you deliberate on

4 this project whether or not your reactions will support

5 or hinder the efforts that were done by all these folks.

6       Consistency with the North Area Plan.  I'd like

7 to point out policy 4.3 that requires within a

8 designated area the species disturbance of protected

9 resources shall be prohibited.  That's the language.

10          Also requires that new development not

11 resulting in net reduction of protected plants and

12 species.  That's also the text.

13          I want to read you a few other lines that I

14 want you to be thinking about this.  The destruction of

15 Lyons Pentachaeta is unacceptable in preservation of the

16 species, make this proposed project unsuitable for this

17 area and we recommended that ask you that it be

18 redesigned or denied.

19        North Area Plan policy number 4 requires

20 maximization of the preservation of oak trees.  There is

21 an interesting confluence here that the 66-home design

22 somehow increases the impact to oak trees over the 71

23 homes. I'm not sure what the technical reasons are

24 behind that, but if you look at that you will see that

25 the 71 homes had 16 oak encroachment removal and the 66
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1 homes had the 21 oak encroachment removal.

2          The Santa Monica North Area Plan also required

3 that new development be designed to protect the natural

4 features.  The project still has 50-foot cut slopes.

5 You've heard all the details on that.

6          I would like to close in saying that this

7 project is inappropriate for this site and inconsistent

8 with the North Area Plan and I'm asking you all to

9 support findings and the efforts of North Area Plan.

10          Furthermore, I'd like to point out in closing

11 that Agoura Hills recently voted 5/0 to oppose this

12 project with the city council -- to oppose this project

13 as designed.

14 I'd like to leave you with the thought CEQA

15 requires that the agency not approve a project where

16 there is a feasible alternative with less adverse

17 impacts on the environment and look at the alternatives

18 that have not been done in detail, so I'd like you to

19 consider that as well. Thank you for your time.

20    MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.

21          Do you have any questions?

22      MR. ALLEN GELBARD:  Good morning. My name is Allen

23 Gelbard.  I reside at 4235 Cornell Road, Agoura,

24 California 912301.

25          I am here speak about two subjects, fire and
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1 water. Recently I've learned, as recent as yesterday,

2 that Fire Station 65 which is located directly across

3 the street from my home has been de-populated from eight

4 full-time firemen to three.  The five firemen that were

5 normally present there have been relocated to

6 Santa Clarita because the City of Agoura has built a new

7 $6 million fire station just north of Kanan on the

8 service lane of the freeway.

9          As a result the normal protection that we would

10 have as homeowners in a fire zone, and we are in a fire

11 zone, the first sign you see when you come down Cornell

12 Road on the right-hand side is an admonition that you're

13 in a fire zone.  And we have basically now a situation

14 where we're going to lose crucial firemen.  In the event

15 of a fire -- and as the gentleman said earlier, it's not

16 a question of will it happen, it's a question of when.

17      A year and a half ago when we had the massive

18 fires where both they were burning on Mulholland Highway

19 and on Cornell, they were also burning in the city of

20 Agoura Hills.

21          The firemen were running from one place to

22 another with lacking resources.  It was a true disaster

23 in the making. We were very fortunate that brush

24 clearance was adequate and the properties were not

25 jeopardized.
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1          The other thing I'd like to speak about is the

2 flood zone. My property is directly in the flood zone

3 and as I say the creek transverses my property.  It

4 rises nine feet in the winter when the rains come.

5          If you build more homes at the entrance of

6 Cornell Road, you're going to have not only water runoff

7 from fertilizer and necessary irrigation, but also from

8 basically just the fact that the slopes themselves, if

9 not properly graded, will continue to add to the

10 increasing height of the water in the creek.

11          Properties flood, if you look the 100-year

12 flood map, my property is on there.  I attempted to

13 build a new barn.  I was denied that by the county. I

14 wanted to put a bridge across the creek.  I was denied

15 that by the county. I wanted to move an oak tree.  I

16 was denied that by the county. My property was recently

17 appraised for many millions of dollars, virtually half

18 the value of this property that you're talking about

19 now, and the county was not compassionate about my

20 ownership of the property and my desire to develop it

21 because it violated certain principles.

22        I only ask that you do the same thing here and

23 maintain the fact that fire is very important in this

24 area, fire protection is important.  Unless you're going

25 to staff up that firehouse permanently and do other
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1 things to assure the residents that we will be protected

2 this plan has to be avoided.  Thank you.

3      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you.

4          Do you have any questions?

5      MR. HELSLEY:  Yes.  Relating to the bridge, there

6 is a road that goes from Cornell to Kanan south of this

7 property that used to traverse the creek and it had a

8 bridge on it that came out.  Has that bridge been

9 rebuilt?

10      MR. ALLEN GELBARD:  No.

11      MR. HELSLEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

12      MS. VALADEZ:  Thank you very much.

13      MR. HELSLEY:  Madam Chair, I would like to indicate

14 I appreciate those people who have come down here today.

15 We are in a little bit of a time constraint and I think

16 that I've heard a great deal of the input from the

17 community and from the developer.

18          I think that we've seen a new plan that has

19 been presented and I would like to move that the

20 Regional Planning Commission take and continue the

21 public hearing to allow time for the applicant to

22 continue work with the community on finalizing design

23 guidelines, on the proposed trail alignment, and provide

24 information as requested in the areas that I have

25 concern, a fuel modification plan, a design guide that
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1 is compatible with the North Area Plan, particularly as

2 it looks to maximum protection for the oaks, and

3 protection for those areas of the threatened and

4 endangered species, that there be a landscape plan that

5 is fairly detailed in this presentation, and with that

6 landscape plan a projection of what view sheds might

7 appear like from Cornell and from at least two or three

8 views from the downslope coming before the curb that

9 goes north on Kanan Road.

10 There was not a redevelopment of middle street.

11 I would like to see a redevelopment plan alternative for

12 that middle street zone, not necessarily eliminating all

13 the lots, but probably putting the street closest to the

14 streams so that that fuel modification -- the street

15 becomes part of that fuel modification and the fuel

16 modification needs to be so that it does not impact the

17 riparian area of the stream.

18          To accomplish this -- let's see, there is one

19 other item.  We have an overload of soil on the property

20 and so there needs to be a haul route, but I would like

21 to see the engineers look at the potential of using a

22 crib wall on the west side of Kanan closer down -- lower

23 down and then using an earth fill coming up with an

24 earth berm of three to five feet before it goes into the

25 property line.
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1          You talk about a concrete wall at the top.

2 Move it down to a crib wall at the bottom, build up five

3 feet, and bring that up so that it looks an earth berm

4 at the back of the yard rather than a concrete block

5 fence at the back of the yard, and I think you have a

6 potential of coming out with a balanced site.

7          The lots, specifically I think it is 4 and 5,

8 14 through 16, 69 and -- I'm sorry, 65 and 66, needs

9 some major modification as it relates to the protection

10 of the threatened and endangered species, along with 51.

11          With those comments I would make a motion for

12 continuance -- no.

13      MS. VALADEZ:  Yes.

14      MR. HELSLEY:  Probably to take it off calendar.

15      MS. VALADEZ:  To take it --

16      MR. HELSLEY:  Take it off calendar because that's

17 quite a little bit of work to do and we have a potential

18 of coming back on continuing and having to redo that.

19 So I would move that the Regional Planning Commission

20 take this off calendar to allow time for the applicant

21 to continue work with the community and finalizing

22 guidance as questioned.

23      MS. VALADEZ:  You're also requesting that we

24 receive public testimony today because of the changes

25 and we will then pick up public testimony again.
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1      MR. HELSLEY:  I don't want to close the public

2 hearing.

3      MS. VALADEZ:  We're not closing the public hearing,

4 just doing a continuance to allow the community and the

5 applicant to work together.

6      MR. HELSLEY:  I would apologize to those people who

7 came down today.  I think that we've heard a lot of

8 testimony.  Some of this starting to repeat and I think

9 this takes -- and gets it back on track as to where we

10 need to go.

11      MR. BELLAMY:  Second that.

12      MS. VALADEZ:  Any further discussion?  Okay.  All

13 in favor signify by saying aye.

14      MR. HELSLEY:  Aye.

15      MR. BELLAMY:  Aye.

16      MR. REW:  Aye.

17      MS. VALADEZ:  Any opposition?  Seeing none, we'll

18 be continuing this.  We're taking the project off

19 calendar.  There will be notices sent.

20      MR. HAFETZ:  It will have to be re-noticed.

21      MS. VALADEZ:  It will have to be re-noticed.

22 Notices will be sent out 30 days in advance.

23      MR. HELSLEY:  That re-notice should be at no

24 expense to the development.

25 (Adjourned at 11:44 a.m.)
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          1 

          2 

          3        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Now we turn to our public 

          4    hearings.  Next is land division item number 8.  This 

          5    is a continuation of, we've had several hearings on 

          6    this project.  We've met on May the 18th, June 22nd 

          7    of last year, February 22nd, April 5th, and June the 

          8    28th of this year.  It's Vesting Tentative Tract map 

          9    52419, conditional use permit/oak tree permit 97-178. 

         10             Ms. Tae, if you will do the staff report 

         11    please. 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Chairman, if I may make a 

         13    comment first.  I would like to see if I can clarify 

         14    a concern I think that the developer had and the 

         15    community had in reference to where we were last 

         16    time.  And that is that I had moved that this be 

         17    taken off calendar.  And I think it was interpreted 

         18    that that meant to deny.  And I think that that is 

         19    not what my goal was after talking it over with the 

         20    administrator of the commission and asking for a date 

         21    that we could move to.  It was indicated November 

         22    4th, I believe it was, or somewhere's in the first of 

         23    November.  And my feeling was that that was a little 

         24    bit it long.  And thus I'd asked how could we get it 

         25    so it could move as rapidly as it could.  And that 
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          1    was by taking it off calendar so that the developer 

          2    could progress at the rate that they could go.  And 

          3    that has brought us back to an early time rather than 

          4    a November time for this coming back.  And I think 

          5    the community interpreted that that was a denial 

          6    position when my feeling was it put in the 

          7    developer's lap to come back with changes that we'd 

          8    requested at the earliest possible time.  And I think 

          9    it has worked to their benefit.  Thank you. 

         10        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Can I pick that up as ex parte 

         11    communication?  Is there any other? 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, I have one other ex parte. 

         13    And that is I have gone out and sat on the side of 

         14    the road watching traffic on the weekends and 

         15    watching traffic during the morning and evening hours 

         16    as to the ability to move in and out.  And have 

         17    walked the roadway to see if concerns that I had that 

         18    I individually looked at. 

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Did someone hand you an orange 

         20    vest? 

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  The road is very wide and has a 

         22    very wide beyond the road area. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  They're picking up the trash on 

         24    the side of the road. 

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I thought maybe he was doing a 
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          1    public service.  Thank you.  Any other ex parte 

          2    communications. 

          3        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Good morning.  My name is Susan 

          4    Tae and I'm with the land division section.  Project 

          5    number 97-178 was before your commission, last before 

          6    your commission on June 28th, 2006, with 66 single 

          7    family lots and a cluster design.  After taking 

          8    public testimony, your commission took the matter off 

          9    calendar to allow the applicant time to redesign the 

         10    project as directed and provide additional 

         11    information regarding updated design guidelines and 

         12    fuel modification and landscape plans.  A revised 

         13    66-unit design has been reviewed by subdivision 

         14    committee with recommended project conditions 

         15    provided.  At this time staff would like to approach 

         16    the maps to further describe the changes. 

         17             The tentative map continues to depict 

         18    66 units on approximately 320 acres, 46 units are now 

         19    depicted on the west side of Cornell with 34 units in 

         20    the northern portion and 12 units in the southern 

         21    portion.  Four lots have been reviewed, excuse me, 

         22    removed from the ends of streets B and C eliminating 

         23    direct impacts to the lyon's pentachaeta habitat. 

         24    The northern end of street C as well as the northern 

         25    and southern ends of street B have also been pulled 
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          1    back to minimize impact on the mapped lyon's 

          2    pentachaeta habitat. 

          3             Grading does continue to have an impact at 

          4    the rear of lot 13, and at the rear of lot 24 with 

          5    the associated grading as depicted on their fuel 

          6    modification plan.  Those are the direct impacts 

          7    associated with grading.  Direct impacts to the Santa 

          8    Monica mountains dudlea, excuse me, it's more clearly 

          9    depicted on this exhibit, is shown with the cut slope 

         10    along Kanan Road associated with the line of sight 

         11    required as well as the location of lots 46 and 47. 

         12 The design between Kanan and Cornell Road 

         13    has remained the same with ten single family units. 

         14    The commission did provide direction regarding the 

         15    location of street D on the side closest to Madea 

         16    Creek with no homes in between as well as a 

         17    suggestion for evaluation for the relocation of this 

         18    intersection of street D and Kanan Road to move 

         19    further south. 

         20 Ten lots are proposed east of Cornell road. 

         21    This was previously depicted as six single family 

         22    lots with the addition of four.  Two lots have been 

         23    included within the original footprint of the 66-unit 

         24    design, and two lots have been added that go beyond 

         25    the original footprint.  Lot number 65 which is to 
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          1    the east of the fire station and lot 66 which will 

          2    have direct access off of Cornell Road. 

          3 Overall project grading has been reduced by 

          4    approximately 30,000 cubic yards of cuts and an 

          5    increase of 8,000 cubic yards of fill, which will 

          6    create a more balanced project.  This now results in 

          7    a reduced export of now 20,600 cubic yards with the 

          8    haul route depicted traveling north on Kanan Road to 

          9    the 101 freeway traveling west to an undisclosed 

         10    location in Ventura county.  If. 

         11 There are no further questions regarding the 

         12    map, staff will continue the presentation. 

         13        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Any questions on the map? 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Chair, the stream as it's 

         15    depicted on that map is located? 

         16        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, Medea Creek is located 

         17    that run alongside the west side of Cornell road and 

         18    then travels in the location highlighted in pink. 

         19    That is the current stream path. 

         20        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And that stream is within the 

         21    fuel mile zone? 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, there, depicted on the 

         23    fuel modification plan which has been updated, the 

         24    line surrounded by green is the up to 200-foot fuel 

         25    modification zone.  They do include both zones B and 
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          1    C which do have different sort of fuel modification 

          2    standards than the strictly zone a which is depicted 

          3    by the dashed blue and black boundary line. 

          4  There are conditions from the four street 

          5    division related to riparian areas which do require 

          6    removal of dead and downed material that is the one 

          7    reference to a fuel modification within this riparian 

          8    area. 

          9        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I didn't hear you mention the 

         10    pentachaeta impact from lots 62, 63, 64. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, there is, excuse me, there 

         12    is impact on lots 62, 63 and 64.  Thank you, 

         13    commissioner.  These are at the location that was 

         14    previously cited for violations related to a stable 

         15    or horse related uses.  That violation has since been 

         16    cleared through our zoning enforcement section so no 

         17    violation currently exists within the planning 

         18    department.  But you are correct, that development is 

         19    still depicted within this mapped area. 

         20        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And that's a graded zone, 

         21    that's not just a fuel modification zone. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Correct.  Grading associated 

         23    with the slopes of the lots is depicted within that 

         24    mapped habitat. 

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  You mentioned the word -- that 
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          1    clarifies that.  You mentioned the word violation.

          2    Was the statement that they were to remove all of the 

          3    trailers on that property part of that violation?

          4        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, there were violations on

          5    different portions of the property.  The violation

          6    here was a use that was established without being in 

          7    compliance with the existing zoning which is

          8    residential plan development.  There were also

          9    violations that have since cleared for beekeeping

         10    type uses of this portion of the property as well as

         11    storage of trailers and other materials.  As far as 

         12    staff's knowledge, those violations have been

         13    cleared.

    14   UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  In walking the street, there

         15    are still trailers back in the back section on the

         16    streets A, by lot 14 or 15.

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  At this approximate location?

         18        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  There's still a trailer up in

         19    there.  You can see it from the roadway.

      20     UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Okay.  Other questions?  Thank

         21    you. 

      22    UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  During the June 28th hearing,

         23    your commission directed the applicant to redesign

         24    the project to be more consistent with the north area

         25    plan.  Revised 66-unit design has addressed some of
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          1    the commissions concerns, excuse me, comments, and

          2    has eliminate most of the direct impact to the

          3    pentachaeta and the Santa Monica mountain's dudlea.

          4    However the project continues to be inconsistent with

          5    respect to impacts to the threatened and endangered

          6    species in the riparian habitat. 

          7   The project still shows direct grading 

          8    impact to the pentachaeta behind lots 13 and 24 as

          9    well as impacts to dudlea by lots 46 and 47, and

         10    grading along Kanan Road.  The north area plan

         11    requires buffer zones adjacent to natural streams and

         12    drainages to protect from grading, construction and

         13    runoff.

      14   The updated fuel modification plan indicates

         15    a specific condition for riparian habitat at that

         16    time, but no additional information has been provided

         17    with respect to how fuel modification with this

         18    condition will not impact the natural resources.

         19    Revised design outlines have been provided for the

         20    future development and construction of the

         21    subdivision and updated fuel modification plans would

         22    need to be included in those design guidelines.  A

         23    previous recommendation for discussion on varied

         24    building setback standards and building lot coverage

         25    and/or floor area has not been included in this
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          1    version. 

          2   The applicant has provided a letter

          3    indicating that standard county setbacks would be

          4    complied with as it's unknown at this time the

          5    potential location of those buildings.  These design

          6    guidelines would be approved as part of the condition

          7    of use permit exhibits and all future development

          8    would be required to comply with these design

          9    guidelines. 

         10   Between Kanan and Cornell Road your

         11    commission gave direction for removal of lots closest

         12    to Medea Creek and/or relocation of the D street

         13    intersection.  With lots closest to Medea Creek, your 

         14    commission intended D street to be part of the fuel

         15    modification area.  An updated fuel modification plan

         16    still depicts Medea Creek within the fuel mod area,

         17    and now includes a condition for removal of dead and

         18    downed material in the riparian area. 

      19 It's unclear again whether any additional

         20    removal would be required here or whether this

         21    condition also provides for the resource protection

         22    of the riparian habitat.  Fuel modification as your 

         23    commission is aware is measured from the location of 

         24    structures for fire safety and typically is not

         25    required when there are no structures present.
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          1 The relocation of the intersection of D

          2    street and Kanan further south was also evaluated by

          3    the applicant who has indicated its infeasibility due

          4    to grading changes and public street requirements.

          5   A memo from our Los Angeles County

          6    Department of Parks and Recreation has been provided

          7    to you this morning indicating that the depicted Zuma

          8    Ridge Trail easement along Medea Creek is no longer

          9    an appropriate alignment.  Coordination has begun

         10    with the City of Agoura Hills, National Parks

         11    Service, and Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy for

         12    trail connectivity, however, at this time no

         13    connecting trail alignment can be determined.

         14 Recommended conditions include a feasibility

         15    study that also includes cooperation with the

         16    community and other jurisdictional agencies.  Payment 

         17    of fees for the future construction of the trail is

         18    also recommended.  We have a representative from

         19    parks and recreation here this morning who may be

         20    able to answer any additional questions you may have.

         21 Addition correspondence has also been

         22    received since the release of this staff memo.  They 

         23    include one letter in opposition with concerns raised

         24    including analysis in the draft EIR and the project's

         25    indirect impact to a rare and endangered species.
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          1 Other aspects of the environmental document

          2    raise project alternatives, mitigation measures,

          3    water quality, traffic analysis, and biological

          4    impacts. 

          5 Other materials provided to you this morning

          6    include the recommended oak tree permit conditions 

          7    that provide for a four to one mitigation for Non

          8    Heritage Oaks, and ten to one for heritage oak 

          9    removal for a total of 96 mitigation trees.

         10             The north area plan has clear policies about 

         11    resource protection and sub division design that

         12    conforms rather than alter the land which translates

         13    to the placement of lots and grading design in a

         14    subdivision. Staff does feel that the project meets

         15    more of the goals and policies of the north area plan

         16    sensitive compatible design.

         17 However, staff continues to recommend that

         18    disturbance of protected biotic resources, which

         19    include the endangered lyon's pentachaeta and

         20    threatens Santa Monica Mountain's dudlea are

         21    eliminated, that the disturbance is eliminated, and 

         22    that either a buffer is maintained between Madea 

         23    Creek or additional information provided that shows 

         24    no negative impact to the riparian habitat.

         25 Your commission provided much direction at
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          1    the last public hearing of which some have been

          2    incorporated and some of which have not been, and the

          3    applicant has addressed in their supplemental

          4    information. For those elements that have not been

          5    incorporated, staff would also recommend that your 

          6    commission may wish to continue discussions whether

          7    those items have been met or are no longer necessary

          8    in light of other project changes.

          9             Therefore, staff recommends that if your

         10    commission agrees with staff's evaluation with

         11    respect to plan consistency and suggested project

         12    changes, staff recommends the public hearing be

         13    closed and your commission indicate its intent to

         14    approve the project with the changes discussed during

         15    the hearing.  These changes would require technical

         16    review by subdivision committee before final action.

    17     If there are no further questions, that 

         18    conclude staff's presentation.

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Any questions of staff? 

         20        UNKNOWN 

         21    protecting the natural resources, would that be

         22    staff's view in relation to grading of those

         23    resources or fuel modification of those resources, is

         24    that, how does, what's staff's interpretation.

    25 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  There is a plan, there is a 
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          1    policy in the north area plan that states that 

          2    disturbance of the habitat areas of rare or 

          3    endangered species are prohibited.  So disturbance in 

          4    staff's opinion would include any direct or indirect 

          5    impact. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  So that would include fuel 

          7    modification? 

          8        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, disturbance of the habitat 

          9    area as defined in the north area plan, that would be 

         10    prohibited. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  So if they can come up with a 

         12    protection program that would not disturb in the fuel 

         13    modification area, the protected, endangered or 

         14    protected concerns, then that would meet the needs of 

         15    staff? 

         16        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Staff believes the way the 

         17    policy was written that it prohibited disturbance of 

         18    the habitat areas as opposed to the individual 

         19    species.  So any design that would eliminate direct 

         20    or indirect impacts including fuel modification, 

         21    staff believes would meet the intent of that policy. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.  This is a policy, a 

         23    north area plan, it's a policy, I guess where I'm 

         24    going now is every development that we see, I'm going 

         25    now for consistency because I want to make sure that 
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          1    if staff is taking this position, we understand that 

          2    this position has long term implications.  Because 

          3    once we begin with a position of basically not 

          4    allowing any disturbances or any mitigations with 

          5    respect to these areas where that takes us.  So 

          6    staff's position is that where we have an endangered 

          7    species or where we have a habitat, that it must be 

          8    left in its existing natural condition and to the 

          9    greatest extent feasible providing buffers for it, no 

         10    development, nothing, just existing natural condition 

         11    is the north area plan's requirements. 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  A very conservative 

         13    interpretation of the plan would probably -- 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Now, interpretation, 

         15    requirement, recommendation, you know, where are we 

         16    between mitigation and absolute requirement?  I guess 

         17    I need to understand that. 

         18        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Well, as Ms. Tae has indicated, 

         19    the plan indicates prohibit, uses the word prohibit 

         20    disturbance, which is a very broad -- 

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Sounds pretty definitive to me. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  -- interpretation.  And you 

         23    know, a very conservative approach would mean you 

         24    don't touch it, either through fuel modification, 

         25    grading or anything else of that sort.  Of course, 
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          1    there are other conclusions one can reach, if one 

          2    reads other aspects of the plan which seem to be less 

          3    restrictive. 

          4        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I'm just trying to, you know, 

          5    put a -- I understand what Commissioner Helsley's 

          6    question was, but I just needed a little more 

          7    definition. 

          8        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Prohibit doesn't leave a lot of 

          9    latitude. 

         10        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And to clarify staff's 

         11    position, there is other language within the open 

         12    space element that does speak, conservation open 

         13    space element that does speak to the guiding 

         14    principle, which is resource protection over 

         15    development. Those in light of the other language 

         16    within the north area plan indicate to staff that 

         17    rare, threatened and endangered species are to be 

         18    protected. 

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Oftentimes there's public 

         20    safety overriding language imbedded somewhere, that 

         21    even if the word prohibit is there, if police or fire 

         22    came in say for public safety, you need to do certain 

         23    things.  Then it becomes a matter of there may be 

         24    some wiggle room.  But it sounds to me that prohibit 

         25    is not a word that allows a lot of flexibility around 
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          1    it.  So I think that was -- 

          2        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  That's my question, yes, my 

          3    question was, natural state.  That's the definition 

          4    of what I'm hearing staff say.  And I believe that 

          5    counsel would like to speak to us briefly. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Well, I was just going to add a 

          7    couple of thoughts.  Yes, there is strong language in 

          8    this sub section of the north area plan that uses the 

          9    word prohibit. 

         10  However, the lead in, the introductory 

         11    phrase to this sub section has a little more 

         12    flexibility.  And there are many other policies.  In 

         13    fact, I think in my reading of the north area plan 

         14    very recently, this is one of the few places where 

         15    there is strong language, and that could be cut both 

         16    ways of the argument. 

         17             You could say there was an intent there to 

         18    be extremely strong as it relates to endangered 

         19    species, or it's just that the overriding principle 

         20    of the north area plan is resource protection, and at 

         21    times development is going to be maybe consistent 

         22    with some policies within the north area plan and 

         23    inconsistent with others.  And the commission and the 

         24    advisory agencies often have to harmonize those 

         25    positions. 
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          1  We know there's case law out there that 

          2    deals with general plan consistencies, there's cases 

          3    out there that say, well, you don't always have to be 

          4    exactly consistent with everything policy, you 

          5    harmonize the policies of the general plan, you're 

          6    consistent with the overall goal of the general plan. 

          7    I think where I'm going with this is, yes, there is 

          8    strong language.  I think as Mr. Meneses was saying, 

          9    a conservative reasonable approach is prohibit is 

         10    prohibit. 

         11             I hesitate to satisfy say that there is no 

         12    discretion on the part of your commission to look at 

         13    all the goals and policies of the north area plan and 

         14    find that this project can be harmonized with all 

         15    those other goals and policies.  There is the wiggle 

         16    room. 

         17  UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you. 

         18        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  There is the wiggle room.  In 

         19    section 4 of the conservation and open space element, 

         20    the guiding principle is a, quote, resource 

         21    protection has a priority over development, end of 

         22    quote. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Okay.  Commissioner Rew, you 

         24    had a question. 

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, I have a question.  In 

                     18 



          1    your report, the last part about staff evaluation, 

          2    you're stating that the project would be overall most 

          3    consistent with the Santa Monica Mountains area plan 

          4    with the following suggested changes.  And then you 

          5    list four changes on the next page. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes. 

          7        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And then jumping down to your 

          8    suggested motion, you're saying that close the public 

          9    hearing, and with the changes made.  In other words, 

         10    you're saying that the staff suggested motion would 

         11    include these four changes that you listed above. 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Correct. 

         13  UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Any other questions of staff? 

         15        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  That draws a question to my 

         16    mind in relation to some of the over recommendations 

         17    prior to that where it talks about the commission had 

         18    made a request that they review and put forth 

         19    supplemental information on street alignments or 

         20    standards and grading that I think still relate to 

         21    things that need to be met. 

         22             The staff has, is it four or five, four main 

         23    headings and five sub headings I guess. 

         24        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Well, I think -- let's get 

         25    comments from the applicant, from other people here. 
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          1 Staff, do you suggest we hear from parks and 

          2    recreation before we open the hearing, or only if 

          3    commission wants to hear from parks and rec? 

          4        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  If your commission has 

          5    additional questions regarding a trail, it may be 

          6    more appropriate at this time to have the parks and 

          7    recreation comment. 

          8        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Let's do that, is a 

          9    representative from parks and recreation present? 

         10             Good, if you'll step forward. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Swear her in. 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Let's go ahead and swear 

         13    everybody in. So if everyone in the audience who 

         14    plans on speaking to us this morning on any item on 

         15    our agenda, anything on the agenda, if you'll stand 

         16    and raise your right hand. 

         17 Do you and each of you swear/affirm under 

         18    penalty of perjury the testimony you may give in the 

         19    matters now pending before this commission shall be 

         20    truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 

         21    and if so state I do. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKERS:  I do. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.  You may be seated. 

         24        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Good morning, commissioners. 

         25    My name is Larry Hensley, chief of planning for Los 
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          1    Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation.

          2 I believe before you is a copy of a memo

          3    that we have submitted to the Department of Regional 

          4    Planning basically recommending that the plan be

          5    approved as it relates to parks and recreation and 

          6    specifically trails with the conditions that we have

          7    indicated. 

          8 If the commission has any questions relating

          9    to those conditions and/or anything else concerning

         10    the trails, I'll be glad to answer your questions.

      11    UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you, Mr. Hensley.

         12             Any questions? 

         13        UNKNOWN 

         14    for trails near the water course for horses.  But

         15    could the parks develop a hiking trail, hiking only

         16    along into that, and along the Medea Creek so that

         17    fishing could occur along the banks in that area?  I

         18    think the state has a law that says that, you know,

         19    you have the right to go along the stream itself for

         20    fishing purposes in blue line streams.  It has not be

         21    been adopted I know by the county of LA, but I would

         22    like to preserve that recreational use.

    23   UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I think with the conditions

         24    that we have set forth in requiring the developer to

         25    conduct a feasibility study as far as an alignment
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          1    for the trail, that the separation of the equestrian 

          2    and hiking purposes can certainly be included in that

          3    feasibility study as to determine whether it's the 

          4    best alignment and whether that serves the public in

          5    the best regards. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Do you feel that that alignment

          7    in the future will meet the needs of joining to the

          8    Agoura trail? 

          9        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  It's difficult to tell at this

         10    point since the city of Agoura has not adopted a

         11    trails master plan, and they are still in the process

         12    of determining where their equestrian center will be,

         13    even though they have indicated that on a preliminary

         14    plan where they like to have it.  But they still seem

         15    to have some reservations as to whether this is cast

         16    in concrete.  But we will certainly be working with

         17    them as well as the other agencies in the area such

         18    as National Park Service and Santa Monica Mountain

         19    Conservancy. 

         20        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Other questions?  Great.  Thank

         21    you, Mr. Hensley. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you for coming by today.

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  All right.  We're going to hear

         24    from the applicant now.  And I just remind everyone

         25    in the audience who plans on speaking on this this

                     22 

PH4-9



          1    morning, this is a sixth public hearing on this 

          2    matter.  All of your testimony from every hearing you 

          3    have attended is part of the official record.  Any 

          4    submission that you have provided to us is part of 

          5    the official record.  We're now trying to zero in on 

          6    finalizing this project and taking some action on it 

          7    today, one way or the other, hopefully.  And we'd 

          8    like your comments to be really directed toward the 

          9    project as it is now presented with the comments 

         10    staff has made, and sort of think along the lines of 

         11    that.  At this point in time we'll allow 15 minutes 

         12    for the applicant, which really if you look at it, is 

         13    more than an hour and a half of little 15 minutes 

         14    splotches plus the ten-minute rebuttal.  So in terms 

         15    of most projects, you've had far more than any of our 

         16    projects of recent vintage.  But go ahead. 

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Steven Weston, 333 South Hope 

         18    Street, Los Angeles.  Attorney and representative for 

         19    the applicant. 

         20 Yes, I do appreciate, we've had any number 

         21    of hearings here in a fair amount of time to talk 

         22    about the project.  And I'm not here to belabor what 

         23    the commissioners already know about the project. 

         24    I'd like to focus on for a brief few minutes the 

         25    project changes, what's different about this revision 
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          1    from prior ones, and but more importantly what we 

          2    have done and what we have not done with respect to 

          3    other recommendations and suggestions made at prior 

          4    hearings.  And I will say this up front with all due 

          5    respect to the commission, that when I conclude this, 

          6    I will ask the commission to please take action 

          7    today.  My client has instructed me very emphatically 

          8    that it will oppose any further continuances or 

          9    taking the matter off calendar. 

         10   With the greatest respect for the 

         11    commission, you've probably seen enough of us, and as 

         12    hard as it is for me to say this, my client would 

         13    rather take a denial here today and move the matter 

         14    to the Board of Supervisors than to go through 

         15    another project resign and further hearings before 

         16    this commission. 

         17 That's the request being made with all 

         18    sincerity.  And I do respect this commission and 

         19    everything you've done.  This is not a criticism of 

         20    the commission or anything else, it is direct 

         21    instructions from my client to try to move this 

         22    project along.  There's a lot of pressure from your 

         23    the investors, there's a lot of pressure from the 

         24    clients. 

         25             Now I say that, I think we have come up with 
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          1    a winner.  But this project is much better from an 

          2    environmental standpoint from prior designs.  I will 

          3    also say that the trade-offs that have been made in 

          4    order to protect the environment from an engineering 

          5    standpoint, from a marketing standpoint have been 

          6    severe.  But the trend from planning staff and from 

          7    this commission have been to focus on the very policy 

          8    you've been talking about in the north area plan, 

          9    preserve the environment and sensitive species.  And 

         10    that's where the trade-offs have been made.  As much 

         11    as we can do with a 66-unit project on behalf of this 

         12    developer. 

         13             Now, we submitted a package on 

         14    September 12th, with a whole bunch of tabs, much of 

         15    which you see behind you.  And I don't want to 

         16    belabor, but it is fair to say that what we have done 

         17    is respond to most if not all of the commission's 

         18    concerns, particularly concerns raised by 

         19    Commissioner Helsley. 

         20             We have stayed with our six units.  We have 

         21    moved and relocated units in order to protect direct 

         22    impacts to the lion pentachaeta.  We have moved 

         23    grading and we have moved roads to provide better 

         24    protection to the dudlea.  We know we can protect 

         25    over 90 percent of the SEA.  We know we can protect 
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          1    97 and a half percent of direct or indirect impacts 

          2    of the lyon's pentachaeta.  We can protect the vast 

          3    majority of the dudlea, and we believe the dudlea can 

          4    be successfully transplanted.  We're willing to 

          5    accept the condition that if we're unable to 

          6    transplant the dudlea successfully or to the approval 

          7    or satisfaction of the planning commission, planning 

          8    staff, that we would lose a lot.  That would be a 

          9    circumstance that I could understand because we're 

         10    that confident about this. 

         11             I have Mr.  Holiday, our engineer, who has 

         12    worked on all these revisions to answer any technical 

         13    questions if they do come up. 

         14             What we have not done, we have looked at 

         15    everything, but some of the suggestions that have 

         16    been made we have not done.  Things like putting a 

         17    berm along Kanan Road.  We have tried to explain in 

         18    our materials that it didn't make sense from a 

         19    planning standpoint to us, that we can provide better 

         20    security and protection with landscaping and 

         21    appropriate grading.  It was an interesting 

         22    suggestion, but one that ultimately we didn't 

         23    believe. 

         24  We have focused heavily on the fuel 

         25    modification issues with respect to this plan.  What 
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          1    we call indirect impact to the lyon's pentachaeta. 

          2    We have worked with fire department, we worked with 

          3    planning, and we think there's a fundamental 

          4    misunderstanding with respect to fuel modification. 

          5   We believe the fire department has 

          6    appropriately identified ways in which the 

          7    pentachaeta can be protected in fuel modifications 

          8    zones.  It's complex, it requires careful fuel 

          9    modification during the periods in which the 

         10    pentachaeta is dormant.  It requires consideration of 

         11    whether to remove dead limbs or not.  It requires 

         12    height restrictions if the dudlea is, I mean if I'm 

         13    sorry, is the pentachaeta is eight inches, the fuel 

         14    modification can take place a foot above that and 

         15    protect it.  There are ways to do this.  It does not 

         16    mean that you have to eliminate lots to preserve a 

         17    very, very small isolated population of pentachaeta 

         18    that's not directly impacted, but only indirectly 

         19    impacted. 

         20             And we do take exception to staff's 

         21    recommendations in that regard.  In fact, in 

         22    fairness, while we agree with much of what staff has 

         23    to say in their report, we do disagree with the 

         24    recommended removal of lots to satisfy some 

         25    additional species protection.  It's unnecessary, 
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          1    it's an overreaction to a very, very small isolated 

          2    populations. With where the pentachaeta is found, it 

          3    breaks in to where it is found in very isolated 

          4    amounts.  I can say that if we roughly directly 

          5    impact less than a quarter acre of pentachaeta out of 

          6    over nine acres, in total, we can tighten up our 

          7    grading to protect lot 13, that's shown up in the 

          8    staff report in talking with Mr. Holiday since we saw 

          9    the staff report we believe we can preserve lot 13 

         10    and development on it, and tighten up the grade, and 

         11    fully protect from the impact. 

         12             We think we can do the same with respect to 

         13    lot 24.  We believe that most of the concerns raised 

         14    by staff have to do with the fuel modification which 

         15    I've talked about.  Particularly in the Medea Creek, 

         16    which is that center section, the concern raised by 

         17    Commissioner Helsley and others was to make sure that 

         18    we can provide proper protection for the riparian 

         19    habitat there, and we carefully looked at where the 

         20    roads and homes should be. 

         21             We believe the fire department has come up 

         22    with a plan, which we are readily willingly to accept 

         23    along the lines of what I've talked about it, how to 

         24    do a fuel modification in these zones in order to 

         25    protect a riparian habitat and still allow the 
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          1    development to go forward. 

          2 In fairness, we think we have properly 

          3    answered all the concerns of staff.  We do not 

          4    believe the answer is to start eliminating lots. 

          5    This property was zoned for over 100 lots.  After the 

          6    north area plan, after our investors spent so much 

          7    time negotiating in the north area plan trying to see 

          8    what we can develop.  We're now at 66 lots.  We're on 

          9    the edge of what we think we can do from a financial 

         10    standpoint effectively.  And I think we have, we have 

         11    a fair balance here, overbalance of protecting the 

         12    species, trying to protect everything we can here, 

         13    and still have a development that makes sense from a 

         14    developers and marketing standpoint. 

         15             And I again repeat what I said at the 

         16    beginning.  If there's anything the commission does 

         17    today, please take action on this.  Allow us to move 

         18    forward with this, and deal as best we can.  We know 

         19    that if we're unsuccessful here, we'll appeal to the 

         20    Board.  If our opponents are unsuccessful here, 

         21    they'll appeal to the Board.  It's going to go to the 

         22    Board of Supervisors.  And I do respect all the time 

         23    and effort you've made. 

         24  And Commissioner Helsley, your comments 

         25    earlier today about the reasons for taking off 
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          1    calendar are deeply appreciated. And I know they're 

          2    very sincere and I accept it.  But I would like to 

          3    make sure that the conclusion of this hearing I can 

          4    go back and report to my client that the commission 

          5    has taken action on the project today whether up or 

          6    down.  Thank you very much. 

          7        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Okay.  That was it then. 

          8             Questions? 

          9        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, Mr. Weston, it appears 

         10    that your group has season tickets to this place. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes. 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And he wants to turn them in I 

         13    think. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I appreciate your letter of 

         15    September the 11th, which happens to be my birthday, 

         16    and especially the very last paragraph.  And I want 

         17    to make sure that at least that I understand. 

         18    There's a song in the musical Oklahoma where the 

         19    fellow is talking about the improvements to Kansas 

         20    City, and he says, or he sings, that they've gone 

         21    about as far as they can go.  I take it that's what 

         22    you're saying right now. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  That is correct. 

         24        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Now, staff has recommended four 

         25    major headings of changes, actually, there's five. 
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          1    You're saying that now you've gone about as far as 

          2    you can go, that you would not want to incorporate 

          3    any of those changes in a motion for approval or 

          4    denial. 

          5        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  If it involves the loss of 

          6    lots, that is correct, with all due respect. 

          7        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Obviously, you would like to 

          8    have approval from this commission.  But what you're 

          9    saying is you want, one way or the other you want 

         10    action so that you and your clients can take the next 

         11    step. 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  That is correct. 

         13        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And so that things that may 

         14    come up today, changes that staff has recommended, 

         15    you would rather have denial than to try and go back 

         16    and incorporate those into a new proposal. 

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Certainly we don't want to have 

         18    to go through another redesign.  If the commission 

         19    were to decide that the loss of one or two lots or 

         20    something like that they could approve, I'm not going 

         21    to jump up and object to that.  I'm able to get to 

         22    the Board of supervisor get those lots back.  But as 

         23    I read, the staff are talking about the loss of more 

         24    than a few lots.  They're talking about perhaps five 

         25    or six or more.  And that would be unacceptable to 
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          1    us. 

          2        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.  Other questions? 

          3        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your 

          4    candidness and your efforts that were made in 

          5    relation to those lots in the center area as to 

          6    potential redesign.  And I walked along the street 

          7    quite consistently trying to figure out how that 

          8    might work and that type of thing. 

          9 And I have a hard time not understanding why 

         10    there is not something that will work.  And I noticed 

         11    that we have on the new plan, I think it's off to 

         12    that side, there's a big green spot down here on a 

         13    flat surface, or it appears to be a very flat surface 

         14    where it says Oak Grove. 

         15             And I don't know if there's been any 

         16    discussion or have you had any discussion with the 

         17    potential of putting two lots at that location rather 

         18    than over disturbing the hill face on the SEA. 

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Well, two responses.  First on 

         20    Medea creek, that area in the middle that you were 

         21    talking about, we carefully looked Medea.  If that's 

         22    the area you're concerned, we thought there could be 

         23    some redesign, we could not find a redesign that 

         24    protected our ten lots. 

         25             And with due respect to your concerns, we 
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          1    did not believe that Medea Creek, the fuel 

          2    modifications issues were so severe that we had to 

          3    lose lots in order to protect that area.  Now, those 

          4    are high market value lots for us, and so there's a 

          5    serious need to protect what we can there.  I think 

          6    we've done that.  On Cornell we did add the two lots. 

          7    On the Cornell side, two very high value lots to us. 

          8    We believe that they do not impact the pentachaeta. 

          9             But they do impact the SEA a little bit.  We 

         10    understand that.  We're still protecting well over 

         11    90 percent or over 90 percent of the SEA.  But it 

         12    made sense to us to cluster those in that area, and 

         13    in due respect we did not think about putting lots 

         14    down in the Oak Grove area, the area we were trying 

         15    to create some visual protection at the request made 

         16    at a prior hearing. 

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Okay.  I guess as I looked at 

         18    your design guidelines which I appreciate and I 

         19    understand the creek wall routine, as much as I like 

         20    the idea, but I understand where you're coming from. 

         21    The aspect of tree planting that you propose I think 

         22    is very effective.  I've used it before this 

         23    commission a couple of times, we try to make things 

         24    look like Ohio.  And to a certain extent I'm afraid 

         25    we're doing that a little bit here.  But I understand 
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          1    the visual protection concern. 

          2             It seems where the planning of the Oak Grove 

          3    is being indicated, you can pick up two lots on a 

          4    shared driveway.  There's a slant road going up there 

          5    appears to that general area currently, which might 

          6    allow for the elimination of those two lots, numbers 

          7    63, 64, 65, over in that area where the grading is on 

          8    the pentachaeta on the eastern side.  Try to balance 

          9    out your lot number by doing that.  And I would, I 

         10    would like to have you maybe reflect upon that and in 

         11    your rebuttal maybe give me a response. 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I will. 

         13        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Okay. And then the other 

         14    concern, if we could eliminate the lots that are on 

         15    the east side of that road in the SEA, I think there 

         16    are four or five of them there, it appears that you 

         17    could pick up, and I think I mentioned once before, 

         18    you did modify the road coming along on on the west 

         19    side bringing it further south.  There's another way 

         20    I don't think that you moved into would take care of 

         21    some of that haul soil potentially, and maybe 

         22    wouldn't develop as much also on the east side if 

         23    that were to fill in and bring that road a little 

         24    farther to the southwest. 

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Help me a bit to understand 
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          1    where you're --  I'll go to a map and point.  I see 

          2    that, and I will also be able to respond to that in 

          3    rebuttal.  Thank you. 

          4 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Other questions? 

          5  UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Weston, let me ask you, 

          7    just walk me through the logic of lot 66.  It's 

          8    isolated from the balance of them.  Were the 

          9    discussions with the fire department in terms of any 

         10    future use that they might see of that land as a 

         11    station area, expansion area, why is it sort of 

         12    sticking out where nothing else exists with access 

         13    off of Cornell versus access off of one of the 

         14    interior roads?  Because it just seems likes it's 

         15    sort of not part of it, but some leftover land where 

         16    a lot is created. 

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I can tell you that I'm not 

         18    aware that the fire department has any plans with 

         19    respect to that area.  Even considered this in 

         20    earlier designs, from a grading and drainage 

         21    standpoint, it becomes very difficult to put more 

         22    lots on the other side of the fire station.  This is 

         23    a bit easier area to put a high value lot.  And it, 

         24    with direct access to the road.  I don't know how to 

         25    answer it more simply than that, but it seems we 
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          1    could avoid the pentachaeta, we could avoid the 

          2    drainage problems, the grading problems, still have a 

          3    high value lot.  And that's why we put it there.  And 

          4    the instructions that our engineer had and I had was 

          5    preserve 66 lots.  If you had to move things around 

          6    to protect species, do so, but preserve the lots. 

          7    And to the extent that we did, we took a number of 

          8    lots on the Cornell side and reduced their size in 

          9    order to create double, and then we added two more 

         10    lots. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Was there -- did you look at 

         12    that land in terms of adding one more lot, or was it 

         13    just that one would fit in there best. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  If you don't mind, Mr. Holiday 

         15    could response. 

         16        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  State your name. 

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Dan Holiday.  The address is 

         18    201 East Yorba Linda Boulevard, Placentia.  My firm 

         19    worked seven years on the project. 

         20 The property next to the fire station is 

         21    relatively flat, has been disturbed, it has served as 

         22    kind of a gateway to the area over there.  The land 

         23    in its undisturbed area is large enough for two lots. 

         24    One of the our plans we had prepared over the last 

         25    couple of years did propose two lots there.  The very 
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          1    first map had an access road coming up south of the 

          2    fire station.  But we move to the current design, we 

          3    tried to try avoid the area by locating the project 

          4    north of the fire station as we enter as depicted. 

          5    But in an effort to go back in again and retain the 

          6    66 lots, we figure if we're going to impact the 

          7    property, let's impact where it is not impacted 

          8    already.  That property is disturbed, that's how 

          9    access is being taken to the area there, to be used 

         10    by the fire department.  They had their firewood area 

         11    and storage. So it seemed to be a natural area to 

         12    gain one lot back without affecting any environmental 

         13    issues out there. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I'm not familiar with Cornell, 

         15    it's been years since I've driven on that.  Going 

         16    further towards the ocean, are there a number of 

         17    single lots that sit on that road or would this sort 

         18    of stick out as an isolated incident? 

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Part of the project, once you 

         20    get past Silver Creek Road, there's a quarter mile or 

         21    so where there's virtually nothing out there.  But 

         22    then there starts to be a much heavier developed area 

         23    with tracts, private communities, gated communities. 

         24    So further south of Silver Creek, that's become to be 

         25    heavily populated. 
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          1        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Would the intent be that this 

          2    would be a gated lot if property owners so desired? 

          3        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  The intention was that it that 

          4    resembled more or less the architecture across the 

          5    street.  There are I think six or seven homes on the 

          6    east, excuse me, the west side of Cornell directly 

          7    across from our proposed lot 66.  We would be 

          8    proposing something that looks similar to that.  This 

          9    lot is 20,000 plus square feet.  So I think at 10,000 

         10    plus square foot available pad, so there's plenty or 

         11    room for a large nice house.  But the intention is to 

         12    put something over there that looks like the homes 

         13    across the street. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.  Any other 

         15    questions? 

         16        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I'd like to respond to that if 

         17    I might.  The aspect of that lot fits really quite 

         18    well into the community.  And particularly if the 

         19    housing were brought forward a little bit, it 

         20    wouldn't have too great an impact on the pentachaeta 

         21    behind it. Across the street there are basically 

         22    street walls to protect the houses behind them, and 

         23    they're big lots. 

         24        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.  Thank you 

         25    gentlemen.  We're going to take a ten-minute recess 

                     38 



          1    at this point in time.  After the recess we'll hear 

          2    from anyone in the audience who would like to address 

          3    us in favor of the project.  And then we'll hear from 

          4    those who have concerns or objections to the project 

          5    followed by rebuttal.  We'll take a ten-minute recess 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  At this time we'll here from 

          7    those in the audience who are speaking in favor of 

          8    this item. If you've obviously already spoken in 

          9    favor, you're on record of doing so. 

         10             At 11:30 we're going to lose one of our 

         11    commissioners.  I would very much like to keep if you 

         12    can your comments brief being in favor or not 

         13    positions so that we can take action. 

         14             Mr. Weston, while you would like to see this 

         15    done today, we would also like to see it dealt with 

         16    today.  Since all commissioners are present and we 

         17    have all taken the time to attend the other hearings 

         18    and to listen to the comments, if we've not been at 

         19    the hearings, we would like to take this to go to a 

         20    vote of the commission this morning.  And one of the 

         21    commissioners has another commitment and is leaving 

         22    at 11:30. 

         23 So at this point I don't see any chairs 

         24    occupied, I'm assuming that means no one is speaking 

         25    in favor of the project.  Anyone who has concerns and 
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          1    wants to speak in opposition, we have two chairs, 

          2    please come up to it.  To begin with, one can speak, 

          3    the other can sign in.  And then as a seat becomes 

          4    vacant, if somebody else will take that seat, so that 

          5    we can move this thing along. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Chairman, in the interests 

          7    of kind of letting people know what this means in 

          8    terms of time, in order for us to have a decision 

          9    today, we're looking at maybe 35 or 40 minutes of 

         10    testimony, and ten minutes of rebuttal, and about 

         11    30 minutes of discussion.  It's an important project, 

         12    it's one that we need at least 25 to 30 minutes to 

         13    discuss.  So we'd like to be back in session for 

         14    discussion of the project by 11 o'clock. 

         15        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Let me take a show of hands. 

         16    How many people are here this morning to speak in 

         17    opposition or with concerns about the project. 

         18        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Three, four, five, six.  One 

         19    more on the way who have been sworn in?  All right. 

         20    Thank you. Go ahead.  We'll keep the time very 

         21    limited, three minutes.  So as soon as that red light 

         22    comes on, that's going to be the last word.  One of 

         23    you can start. 

         24        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.  My name is Matthew 

         25    Heredy from the law offices of Frank Angel.  I 
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          1    represent several concerned residents of the area who

          2    are concerned about the project's environmental

          3    impact.  First I'd like to say that we recognize that 

          4    this public hearing process on this project has been

          5    going on for some time and we appreciate the

          6    commission's time.  We appreciate all that you've

          7    done.  But we submit that, you know, part of the

          8    reason that this debate has gone on for so long is

          9    because the project is simply as it's proposed, as it

         10    has been proposed and as it's proposed today, is

         11    inappropriate for this area.

    12       Back in June of '05 your commission asked

         13    the project applicant to come back with a proposal

         14    that was more consistent with alternative four that

         15    was proposed in the DEIR.  And what you got in I

         16    believe October of '05 was a 71-home project which is 

    17    far from the 44-home project that was proposed in

         18    alternative four.

         19 Subsequent to that, the developer submitted

         20    a 66-home project which in June of '06 you 

         21    recommended they alter to be more consistent with

         22    alternative four and with the north area plan.  And

         23    now we have this currently proposed project which is

         24    really not very different from the project which the

         25    66-home project that they proposed last June.  So I
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          1    think it's, you know, it's a combination of the

          2    unwillingness of the developer to alter their plans 

          3    to fulfill the requirements of the north area plan

          4    and to comply with the desire of this commission that

          5    has taken this long.  And I think that because the

          6    project is no good, we request that this commission

          7    require that the applicant take the design back and

          8    redesign it so that it's more compliant with

          9    alternative four and so that it satisfies the 

         10    requirements of the north area plan.

         11             We support staff's recommendations to remove

         12    several lots such as 65 and 66 to remove direct

         13    impacts to the pentachaeta and to the dudlea.  But

         14    even with that there are still from the fuel 

         15    modification and with the landscaping, there are

         16    still several impacts to the endangered species that

         17    remain.  And this is unacceptable underneath the

         18    north area plan. 

    19 Since there was some debate earlier about 

         20    the room that the north area plan allows.  I'd like

         21    to read a little bit of the language from the north

         22    area plan just to emphasize what it says. 

         23  The north area plan says, let the land 

         24    dictate the time and intensity of the use.  The north

         25    area plan also requires that a natural environment
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          1    that protects Malibu Creek and other key watersheds.

          2    The development on D street in between Kanan and

          3    Cornell Road which was asked to be altered has not

          4    been altered, and now grading will remove riparian

          5    habitat that protects the water quality of Madea 

          6    Creek and will remove valuable resources and

          7    natural -- 

          8 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Time is up.

          9 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.

         10        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.  Sir.

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  My name is Steve Hess.  I live

         12    at 28907 Wagon Road.  As somebody who participated in

         13    the north area plan, I want to remind you that the

         14    intent and the spirit and the design of the north

         15    area plan was to limit this kind of searching for

         16    wiggle room that we've seen in so many other general

    17    plans. And I would advise you that the intent was to

         18    interpret prohibit to mean prohibit, and no means no,

         19    prohibit means prohibit, and I think that we should

         20    keep that thought in mind as we move ahead.

         21             I also would like to switch gears to another

         22    thought, and it has to do with the location of the

         23    new entrance road next to the fire station.  I had 

         24    plans to go to the map and show you all this, but

         25    with the time allowed, I'll try to be brief.  I am an
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          1    engineer and I have a degree in kinematics which 

          2 means I understand how things move, movement of

          3    things.  And what I would like to point out is that

          4    the distance between the top of the blind hill, which

  5   is just north of the entrance to the area east of

          6    Cornell is 130 feet from the entrance.  In other 

          7    words, you come to the top of that hill, you got 130

          8    feet until the entrance to this proposed area.  A

          9    simple calculation at the speed limit posted, which

         10    is 45 miles an hour, under perfect conditions, the

         11    Society of Automotive Engineers will tell you that it

         12    takes 151 feet for a car to stop from traveling at 

         13    45 miles an hour.  And that's assuming that everyone

         14    travels at 45 miles an hour, which we know that they

         15    won't.

    16       Also, they also say it takes twice that long 

         17    in adverse conditions, which means probably a rain,

         18    most likely, in our area we don't get snow or other

         19    things.  So I'd like you to take away a thought here

         20    that says under impaired conditions, rain, the

         21    distance required to stop when you come to the top of

         22    that hill is twice what is provided assuming that a

         23    car is stopping that's heading south and trying to

         24    turn left into the complex.  So in the event there's

         25    a single car stopped, you have at best half the
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          1    distance required.  If there are many cars stopped, 

          2    you're looking for an absolute accident. 

          3 So I would encourage the county to take a

          4    look at the safety issue that has been produced by

          5    this what I would characterize as a knee jerk 

          6    reaction to the request of the council, of the

          7    commission, that they protect and come up with a new

          8    plan. 

          9             So with that I'd like to sum up by saying

         10    I'd like you to send this back to the developer for a

         11    redesign, and to think about the safety issues that

         12    have been created around the moving the entrance on

         13    Cornell.  Thank you. 

         14 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.

         15             Ma'am. 

         16        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Hi, good morning.  My name is

         17    Mary Altman, I live at 1857 Lookout Drive, Agoura

         18    Hills, California.  And I just want to let you know

         19    that there was an E-mail circulating to tell people

         20    not go to this hearing.  So I guess you're lucky and

         21    a lot of people did not attend because some

         22    organizers thought that you had heard enough from us.

         23 So as one of the proponents and people,

         24    hundreds of people who went down to the hearing to

         25    the Board of Supervisors to pass the north area plan,
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   1 which was a real victory for our area, we made it law

          2    because we wanted it to be the law, and not have a

          3    lot of wiggle room and not, and have the mountains

          4    protected and have environmental species protected.

          5    And I did go to this first hearing where I heard the

          6    Board requested the applicant design this plan with

          7    40 homes, 40 to 44 homes.  And since that they've

          8    done nothing like that.  They just come back with

          9    their 66 homes, we're sorry, we can't do anything 

         10    else.  I mean the grading is unacceptable for this

         11    area.

         12 And the other thing I'd like to bring up is

         13    the fire hazard.  I don't know if any studies have

         14    been done about the cumulative fire hazard in our

         15    area.  Because we live in Malibu Lake area, we all

         16    have to exit towards Kanan Road to get out to the 101

         17    in the event of a major catastrophe wildfire.  And

         18    that means 66 more people, more families are going to

         19    be ahead of us in line.  And if there are casualties,

         20    which there probably will be in the fire that passes

         21    because we're surrounded by 5,000 acres of open space

         22    in Malibu Creek State Park, I think the County is

         23    going to be liable for that, because I don't think 

         24    you're planning evacuation for all these people and

         25    we're living high fire hazard area. 
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          1 The other thing I wanted to let you know is

          2    SEQA statute 15042 authorizes you to deny this

          3    project flat out with just the environmental concerns

          4    alone being too great.

          5 And the other thing I'd like to mention is

          6    in our own area, we're working on a community

          7    standards district, and the legal limit for a house 

          8    could be 800 square feet.  I mean this developer has

          9    a right to build 77 homes, times 800, that's like

         10    35,000, 38,500 square feet.  This project could be 

         11    limited to that and it would be such a benefit to our

         12    area to scale this back to reasonable size.  So in 

         13    closing I just want to thank you for listening to my

         14    comments.

         15 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.

         16             Sir, you came in late.  I don't know if you 

         17    were, no, the one that just sat down, you came in

         18    after the break.  Had you been sworn in earlier?

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I raised my hand as I came in.

         20    I don't know if that counts.

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  No, why don't you stand up to

         22    be sworn in. 

         23             Anyone else who is going to speak who came

         24    in late and was not been sworn, if you'll stand.

         25    Just raise your right hand.  This way.
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          1  Do you swear or affirm under penalty of 

          2    perjury the testimony you may give in the matter 

          3    pending before this commission shall be truth, the 

          4    whole truth, and nothing but the truth.  If so say I 

          5    do. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, I do. 

          7        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Go ahead.  Thank you.  You may 

          8    now give your name and you have three minutes. 

          9        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  My name is Tom Botson.  I've 

         10    been in environmental development work in the Cornell 

         11    Preservation Organization. 

         12             At its last meeting of the regional planning 

         13    commission you'll find a set of criteria for 

         14    redesigning the Triangle Ranch Project.  The project 

         15    before you does not incorporate the changes that the 

         16    applicant was directed to bring back to meet the 

         17    commission's requirements.  The commission may choose 

         18    to approve the project today, but the project before 

         19    you does not meet the commission's directions.  And 

         20    Cornell Preservation Organization, generally called 

         21    CPO, does not believe the project before you is 

         22    either consistent with the general plan or with the 

         23    north area plan. 

         24             You've been gracious enough to allow CPO 

         25    representatives to find opportunities to submit 
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          1    comments for your consideration, and for this

          2    courtesy I thank you very much.

          3             But major problems exist with this project,

     4   and it's problematic with the design and the number

          5    of units, and it is my goal to highlight just a few 

          6    of these key issues for your consideration before you

          7    make your decision. 

          8  First, let me incorporate all of our 

          9    previous comments.  CPO does not believe that the

         10    county has adequately responded to our comments

         11    submitted on the project DIR.

         12             In the remainder of my comments I want to 

         13    focus on a few major issues of inconsistency which we

         14    believe justify, no, require denial of the Triangle

         15    Ranch project design before you.  County general plan

         16    policy requires SEAs must be preserved and enhanced

         17    for future residents that any proposed use must

         18    demonstrate a development as highly compatible with 

         19    resource values in an SEA.  CPO does not believe the

         20    RPC can make a substantiated finding that this

         21    project is consistent with this policy.  This project

         22    is not highly compatible with the SEA.

    23       North area plan policy, call it NAP from now

         24    on, 43-D requires no net reduction in the number of

         25    plant species be permitted by our project.  Triangle
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          1    Ranch in clearly not consistent with this policy as

          2    designed.  It will demolish and destroy a number of

          3    endangered and listed plants.

          4 North area policy 4-9 requires protection of

          5    natural features within the plan area.  Triangle

          6    Ranch imposes a significant grading with major cuts

          7    in the SEA and on lay face slopes.  Again, triangle

          8    Ranch is not consistent with this policy in its

          9    current design. 

    10      NAP policy 4-13 requires projects to adapt

         11    to the natural hillside topography.  Triangle ranch

         12    brutally carves the landscape and therefore violates

         13    the policy with major cuts, significant earth

         14 movements, and non conformance of adaptation to 

         15    natural hillside topography.

         16             NAP policy 4-18 requires adequate landscape

         17    plan for developments within the plan area.  No

         18    formal landscape plan has been submitted to you for

         19    review and approval, and this project cannot

         20    demonstrate consistency with this policy. 

         21             NAP policy 6-13 requires the project to be

         22    consistent with the local community.  This project

         23    imposes a suburban residential subdivision in a rural

         24    residential --

      25    UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Sir, thank you, time.  If you 
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          1    had something in writing and want to submit it, you

          2    certainly may in its entirety as part of the record. 

          3             Sir. 

          4        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Paul Edleman with the chief

          5    state planning agency for the Santa Monica Mountains,

          6    the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy.

          7 I want to get the commission in the mood of

          8    flexible mind set looking in at its power and its 

          9    range to adjust lot size, pad size, house size, and 

         10    to create or deed open space.  We're really

         11    constrained by this idea of measuring everything in

         12    units.  I want to push to the commission's decision

         13    today into thinking about footprint as the measure.

         14             In other words, you can go with larger lots

         15    with smaller pads with conservation easements and

         16    still provide the applicant with a ton of units.  So

         17    footprint is the best unit of measure.

    18    Lastly, I don't know if the commission has 

         19    the economic tools to analyze where the developer

         20    says, well, I'm at my limit on the number of units.

         21    We have nothing before you other than what the

         22    developer says, and we really urge you to go with

         23    what is best for the public, best for the national

         24    recreation area as opposed to blindly absorbing that

         25    limit that the developer has put out before you.
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          1 That hinge point is alternative four.

          2    Alternative four was what staff recommended, it was

          3    based on science, it worked, the community was happy, 

          4    the park agencies were happy, and politics pushed it

          5    back up probably toward 66.  We don't see how you can

          6    issue a statement of overriding considerations for

          7    anything more than a footprint in alternative four.

          8    It's a heavily constrained site, more endangered

          9    species area than area any property the Santa Monica

         10    Conservancy has ever dealt with in its 600 square

         11    mile zone. 

         12             We urge you to stick with the alternative

         13    four footprints.  If you need to add more units

         14    within that, so be it.  But actually, lo and behold,

         15    if you take the alternative four footprint, which

         16    includes nothing in that southerly strip along Kanan

         17    Road, and you take out the units recommended in this

         18    staff report, the four or five or six units, lo and

         19    behold, you know how many units you end up with?  50.

      20   So in essence, you can have your cake and eat it too 

         21    if you go with alternative four footprint minus the

    22    12 lots that are down in the southernmost cluster of

         23    two of which staff recommends to get rid of, you end

         24    up with 50 units.

         25 So I don't think anybody would necessarily
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          1    object too much to that if you do it within that

          2    footprint. That preserves the thousand mile long,

          3    excuse me, the thousand foot long stretch of along

          4    Kanan and provides the kind of project we should

          5    have.  Whatever you do, please make sure there's a

          6    public open space dedication with approximately

          7    $5,000 a year permanent HOA irreversible funding

          8    source, because there's no project that nestles so 

          9    much development close to so many endangered species

         10    anywhere in our zone.

         11 We hope you can be proud of your decision

         12    and have a lastly effect on the Kanan Road -- 

         13 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.

    14 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  -- and the National Recreation 

    15   Area and the National Park Service concurs with our

         16    comments.

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Ma'am. 

    18 Thank you, honorable planning commissioners

         19    for the opportunity to speak on the subject of

         20    Triangle Ranch. My name is Colleen Holmes, president

         21    of the Cornell Preservation Organization.

         22             We are disheartened that with all of our

         23    efforts in meeting with the developer that the plan

         24    does not show substantial changes as we had expected.

         25    It is has gone from 71 to 66 homes, even after the
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          1    planning staff had recommended alternative four.

          2    Still issues are unresolved. 

          3 Grading.  Grading and building has increased

          4    with the most current plan within the SEA.  It is

          5    increased from 157,600 cubic yards, six homes, to

          6    161,610 homes.  The knoll in the SEA that may still

     7    have a large stand of lyon's pentachaeta on it is now

          8    graded with step lots creating a manufactured

          9    unnatural slope.  Grading along the Medea Creek banks

         10    on the Medea Creek strip is still shown on the plan.

         11 CPO does not see a reason for this and has

         12    shown the applicant alternative locations for an

         13    entry point that would avoid major encroachment on

         14    sensitive habitat.  Still no grading plans have been

         15    provided after raising this issue on many occasions,

         16    which accurately depicting the grading studies for

         17    this project.

         18             Although attempts have been made by the

         19    applicant to show how softening would occur along

         20    Kanan Road, major grading would still need to occur.

         21    Owning my own successful landscape firm, it would be

         22    difficult to create the look that they are showing on

         23    their concept plans without substantial grading.  The

         24    area shown lushly planted out is extremely rocky,

         25    often laden with solid rock outcroppings.  How will
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          1    they provide adequate soil for even native plants to

          2    establish themselves. 

          3 It is a conceptual plan that does not

          4    provide the community with the answers that we

          5    deserve and the future generations leading to the

          6    entrance of the Santa Monica Mountains under later

          7    phase.  It is inconsistent with the north area plan

          8    grading an estimate of 350,700 cubic yards of dirt, 

          9    and certainly not compatible with the significant

         10    grading of ridge line ordinance that has passed.

         11 The conceptual landscape plans.  The

         12    applicant has submitted design guidelines that do not

         13    adequately express their intent on the project.

         14    Although it does show that they plan to use native

         15    plant material, which is good, it does not clearly

         16    define to the community the final landscape plan

         17    depicting elevation and layouts. 

         18   Trails, although with CPO has had

         19    discussions with the applicant, and the applicant

         20    stated that a trail connection defining would occur,

         21    the plan does not depict the discussions that we have

         22    had showing the Zuma Ridge Trail, also known as Simi

         23    to the Sea Trail.  This trail has been connected

         24    through Agoura Hills and is the only north-south

         25    trail in the Santa Monica Mountains.  Where the
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          1    applicant is showing the trail is not the location we 

          2    had asked them to include it, so it would truly 

          3    benefit those in the future.  We believe it's a 

          4    critical issue. 

          5             Cumulative impacts.  The draft EIRs analysis

          6    of the cumulative impacts to Triangle Ranch and other

          7    related projects such as Agoura Village, Oak Creek

          8    Apartments, vintage homes. 

          9        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Ma'am, thank you.

         10 Again, I apologize for cutting everybody off

         11    but we're really trying to move this along.  I saw

         12    that you're reading.  If you would like to submit

         13    that writing in its entirety, it will be part of the

         14    record.

    15 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: I'm also going to submit to the

         16    record, there's a, the Agoura Village, there's

         17    actually a legal suit against the Agoura Village that

         18    is directly impacting this particular project.

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you very much.

         20        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you for allowing me to

         21    speak here today.  My name is Chester Abito.  I live

         22    on Mulholland Highway.

      23      Today I will address the traffic and safety 

         24    issues of the Triangle Ranch Development --

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Would you pull the microphone a
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          1    little closer, I'm having trouble hearing you.

          2        UNKNOWN SPEAKER: -- which is really a major

          3    concern for the community which has not really been

          4    addressed that much. 

          5 So number one.  The traffic analysis for

          6    this development does not take into account the

          7    impact of the added traffic generated by the Agoura

          8    Hills Village development, who's specific plan was 

          9    recently approved. 

         10        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  You have to slow-- I'm sorry,

         11    I've given you three minutes.  Don't try to read five 

         12    minutes worth of reading into three minutes.  Slow 

         13    down.  Somebody is recording what you're saying and 

         14    she's not keeping up with you.

         15        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I thought she was good.

         16        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  She's very good.  And again, if

         17    it's in writing, you can summarize and provide

         18    the written --

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I'll submit it. 

         20        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Great.  Thank you. 

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  This village development, whose

         22    specific plan was recently approved, neither did the

         23    city take into account the traffic generated by

         24    Triangle Ranch.  On top of this --

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  No, no, I didn't say speed it
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          1    up.  Slow down your reading.

          2        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I kind of read fast.

          3 On top of this, the village development will

          4    add a small one lane traffic circle at their 

          5    Kanan/Agoura interchange approximately 500 yards from

          6    this development.  There is no doubt in my mind that

          7    this development will add to the Kanan traffic

          8    congestion. This situation is not consistent with

  9   the traffic congestion reality we face today on Kanan

         10    Road. 

         11             Two.  Currently there is a serious safety

         12    problem at the intersection of Kanan Road and

         13    Triangle Road.  In the late afternoon drivers

         14    attempting to enter onto Kanan cannot see the

         15    northbound traffic due to the sun glare.  The three

         16    egress intersection into Kanan currently proposed by

         17    Triangle Ranch will have the same safety issue. 

         18    Therefore this development as it is currently

         19    proposed is not consistent with the county public

         20    works objective of avoiding traffic safety problems

         21 with careful planning.

         22 Three.  The southerly street intersection 

         23    with Kanan road is located approximately 300 yards

         24    from the curve on Kanan.  Since the northbound

         25    traffic approaching this curb emerges from a steep
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          1    hill, it is common for vehicles traveling 60 to

          2    75 miles per hour around this curb.  Therefore, the

          3    line of sight required at these speeds will not be

          4    consistent with the line of sight distance normally

          5    calculated using the standard 55 miles an hour as a 

          6    criteria.  I strongly recommend that the southerly 12

          7    lots which run parallel to Kanan Road be deleted.

          8  Four.  Currently there exists a serious 

          9    traffic issue for the residents who live along

         10    Cornell Road north of fire station 65.  The road is

         11    narrow, windy, and hilly.  The line of sight is

         12    short, and the vehicles normally exceed the speed

         13    limit posted by the county.  Believe it or not, it is

         14    common for a car to speed and pass another car along

         15    this double stripe section.  Recently there are have

         16    been two fatalities.  The residences are reluctant to

         17    have their children place their trash cans along

         18    Cornell Road because of the safety issue.  Therefore,

         19    reduce the number of lots along Cornell Road to avoid

         20    increasing the traffic safety issues.

      21     UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Sir, I'm going to stop you

         22    there.

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I want to add one more comment

         24    to Mrs. Holmes' --

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  No. 
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          1        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  We have a thousand households

          2    south of the freeway to evacuate.

          3        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  If you'll turn that in.  Thank

          4    you. 

          5             Sir. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Good morning, everyone.  My

          7    name is Alan Gelmar and I reside at 4235 Cornell Road

          8    right across the street from this part of this

          9    proposed project.  Last time I was here I addressed

         10    the issue of the departmentalization of the fire

         11    department and the fact that we have water issues

         12    with Medea Creek rising as much as nine or ten feet

         13    with the current structure, current runoff.

         14             Today I'd like to talk about something else

         15    which has to do with human waste.  Apparently today I

         16    have work crews on my property repairing the sewer

         17    main that runs along Coleta Road.  It is blocked.  It

         18    is blocked because we had a little bit of rain, less 

         19    than a quarter inch just a few days ago.  The hole

         20    that they made is roughly big enough to put a tractor

         21    trailer in.  By adding 66 additional houses to this

      22   area and to the sewerage, where is it going to go.

      23   And secondly, the houses that are located 

         24    across Cornell Road on the fire station side, how are

         25    they going to connect to the sewer main.  There are
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          1    no easements in the plan.  And as from what I can

          2    see, there is no plan for septic systems either.  It 

          3    has to go someplace if you're going to build these

          4    houses.  I am not going to grant an easement for a 

          5    sewer main to come across my property.

          6  And lastly, there was a misrepresentation 

          7    made here earlier by the engineer who said that the

          8    homes in the area are roughly like the homes across

          9    the street. This is completely untrue.  My home is

         10    8200 square feet.  Sits on eight acres.  It's valued 

         11    at much more than five million dollars.  The homes

         12    adjacent in the Cornell Rancho, the minimum home is

         13    three and a half million dollars.  There are no homes

         14    relative or like these homes anywhere along Cornell

      15   Road. And a house across the street, you can look, 

      16   one was just listed for 1.9 million dollars.

         17             There is no comparable value homes to what 

         18    they're proposing on these little 10,000 square foot

         19    lots.  And I implore you to take into consideration

         20    the impact that all of this is going to have on the

         21    people who have already made an investment, and in

         22    some cases a substantial investment in improving

         23    their property and maintaining it, and who desire a

         24    certain lifestyle.  This is urban sprawl come to

         25    Cornell, and it is completely inappropriate.  And as
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          1    say, the issues of water, sewage, fire, and some of

          2    the other things that have been mentioned here today

          3    are overwhelming.  And there is simply, if you look

          4    at a hundred year flood plan, you will see that all

          5    of the houses south of mine are submerged when that

          6    creek rises. And the grading here does not prevent

          7    that runoff. 

          8 Thank you very much.  I appreciate your

          9    consideration. 

         10 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.

    11     UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Chairman, I have a question

         12    relating to that.

         13        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Sir, would you give me your

         14    address again?

         15        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  2235 Cornell Road.

         16        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  2242. 

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  2235 Cornell Road.  I'm

         18    directly across the street from the fire station.  My

         19    house is the one with the long wall that runs

         20    800 feet along Cornell.  Right across from this

         21    property. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And it has the entry road just

         23    to the south of it?

         24        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  That's correct.  We are on the 

         25    precipice of Cornell. 
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          1 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.

          2        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you very much.

          3        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Sir. 

          4        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Hi.  My name is Michael Hart.

          5    I live at 2090 East Lake Shore Drive, Agoura.

     6 California, in Malibu Lake.

          7 There's a couple of things additional about

          8    the property.  It offers fresh water sources, nesting

          9    sites, critical food sources, protective shelter of 

         10    wildlife areas in terms of supporting wildlife and

         11    plants.  One of the unique features of the Santa 

         12    Monica Mountains is that approximately 15 percent of

         13    all plant species occurring in California can be

         14    found in the Santa Monica Mountains.  And over

         15    30 percent, 275 species were observed at this special

         16    site, including several sensitive species which we've

         17    already talked about, the plant species.  There are

         18    87 oak trees on this site, a valley oak woodland,

         19    which is considered an endangered habitat on the

         20    global and state list.

         21             The site holds the most extensive population

         22    of what we talked about, the lyon's pentachaeta, and

         23    you were talking about earlier about transplanting

         24    dudlea, almost impossible to do.  I haven't heard too

         25    much success with it.  Somebody mentioned they were
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          1    going to transplant a bunch of it.  The site's most

          2    critical habitat linkages though across Kanan and

          3    Cornell, and the checkpoint for the habitat crossing

          4    is at Liberty Canyon where the animals are forced to 

          5    go under the freeway.  It's the only way that they

          6    can get across. And this site is adjacent to that

          7    whole check point area and does not provide the

          8    necessary linkage for many of the animals.

          9 The north area plan states on page 8,

         10    paragraph 5, that a biological issue on the Santa

         11    Monica Mountains, the area is preservation of habitat

         12    connectivity link, which is what I was just talking

         13    about, and the National Parks Service, and the

         14    California Department of Fish and Game, and the Santa

         15    Monica Mountains Conservancy have all expressed

         16    concern about the adverse effects of the urban

         17    invasion, particularly the fragmentation of the

         18    habitat not permitting the wildlife linkages which 

         19    are so important for their survival.

         20             Thank you. 

         21 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you, sir.

         22             Ma'am. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  My name is Blythe Arbee.  I

         24    live at 4340 Coleta Road, which is right here at the

         25    hair pin, and my property is four acres and goes all
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          1    the way across both ends of the street.

          2             We told applicant many times that the street

          3    on Coleta Road is vacated.  It is not a street, it's 

          4    dirt.  It's been vacated.  I have copies of vacation

          5    showing it's vacated after the R in the road.  There

          6    is no street that goes through so they're making the

          7    project look even more developed, which is isn't.

          8    And my road is under water four feet as it is.  All 

          9    the drainage from the lots across the way are coming

         10    straight at me, at my property.  And all the lots 

         11    across Kanan are coming straight at me.  I'm already

    12    under water. I'm going to have to get some goggles

         13    and swim fins.  I don't understand.

         14 And I'm also an expediter.  I run plans

         15    through all day long.  And I went and showed a lot of

         16    people this plan and they said this is impossible.

         17    This is not a very good plan, these lots are too

    18    small for the area, this is a bad plan.  And I do, I

         19    do believe this is bad plan and I hope you don't

         20    approve it today.

         21 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Chairman? 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Ma'am, a question. 

         24        UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Following that street all the

         25    way to the end, you're at the cul de sac or at the
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          1    very end of that street? 

          2        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  All the way, all the way to the 

          3    end of Silver Creek is vacated, all the way through, 

          4    from that far end road, it's vacated.  I told them 

          5    from the very beginning to take it off the map.  They 

          6    never did. 

          7        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Are you at the end of Silver 

          8    Creek? 

          9        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  From the R in Coleta to Silver 

         10    Creek is vacated. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I understand that.  Your 

         12    location is? 

         13        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I'm right here to here.  I have 

         14    four acres.  I'm on Coleta, which is my house is 

         15    here, and then our property goes all the way over to 

         16    here. 

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  So you're at the end of Coleta, 

         18    and if you come down and make that turn around at the 

         19    end, it goes into a horse riding ring or some type? 

         20        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Exactly. 

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And along the westerly side of 

         22    that is an area that's mowed to the creek. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yeah, the creek wraps around 

         24    like you show on your map, right here, and there's a 

         25    like a little motorcycle trap it looks like here. 
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          1    There's a drainage ditch now that I already worked 

          2    with the city to try to have it fixed because it 

          3 eroded my whole property. 

          4        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  My question is in the past 

          5    rains, you've lived there how long? 

          6  UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  12 years. 

          7        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And the rains come up on that 

          8    grass area or the area as you come down to the 

          9    cul-de-sac on the right-hand side driving into the 

         10    road. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  To my hip.  My road is under 

         12    water to my hip. 

         13        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Okay.  That's kind of critical 

         14    in concern.  Thank you. 

         15        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  All right.  So no other people 

         16    coming forward so at this point we'll go back to the 

         17    applicant for ten minute of rebuttal. 

         18             Mr. Holiday, whether you and or Mr. Weston 

         19    is going to speak, put your name on the, you don't 

         20    need to sign in again, but just provide your name for 

         21    the record. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Steven Weston and Dana Holiday, 

         23    the engineer, next to me.  Hopefully we won't even 

         24    take ten minutes. 

         25             In talking with our project team, I want to 
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          1    try to respond to some of the earlier issues and see

          2    if I can clarify on a few of the staff

          3    recommendations.  If I miss something, please don't 

          4    hesitate to ask a question. 

          5 On lots 65 and 66, those are the ones on the

          6    Cornell side, the concern has been expressed about 

          7    whether or not they're indirect impact to the

          8    pentachaeta. We have been working pretty closely

          9    with the county biologist and the fire department to

         10    provide additional project conditions that protect

         11    the pentachaeta and reduce the fuel modification

         12    impact.  I tried to explain some of those earlier, I

         13    don't profess to be a complete expert on this or more

         14    than I actually care to.  But we would could agree to

         15    necessary fuel modification conditions if the fire

         16    department, planning think are important to further

         17    protect that species.  And I suspect it would have to

         18    do with the time of year that you would go in and do

         19    any removal of grasses or grade in order to protect

         20    the species during the period of dormancy.

    21    On the Medea Creek side, staff

         22    recommendation number four, this is the riparian

         23    habitat fuel modification.  Again, we have had as

         24    late as yesterday with the fire department to commit

         25    to these additional conditions on the fuel
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          1    modification.  And I do believe that if this

          2    commission were to approve subject to appropriate

          3    conditions from fire department and planning on fuel

          4    modification, we could protect the Medea Creek

          5    riparian habitat.  I think it also has to do with

          6    some limitations on the removal of dry and dead

          7    vegetation on certain times of the year. 

          8             On the adding of lots on Kanan Road that was

          9    mentioned at the southerly end of Kanan, Dana Holiday

         10    can respond better than I.  But this was discussed

         11    with public works and planning on prior submissions.

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, Mr. Dana Holiday.  And on

         13    prior maps that were submitted, we did have at

         14    different times as many as six lots on the outside

         15    southeasterly curb on Kanan Road.  And through that

         16    generation of this project, those lots were removed

         17    to accommodate, or to alleviate actually the line of

         18    sight on Kanan.  Public works and regional planning

         19    --

    20    (End of tape one) 

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  -- as to lot number 13, this is

         22    staff recommendation number one, I think I mentioned

         23    earlier, we can produce the grading footprint near

         24    lot 13 to eliminate any impacts of lyon's

         25    pentachaeta.  We would agreed to a condition in that
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          1    regard. 

          2  Lot 24 presents a little bit more difficult 

          3    problem.  We can build a retaining wall and reduce 

          4    the grading footprint near the lot to eliminate the 

          5    impacts.  I think in fairness, based on talking with 

          6    the engineer, he said that even these may not remove 

          7    all of the impacts entirely.  And in fair disclosure, 

          8    I think we can do a better job on lot 24 by reducing 

          9    the footprint by building a retaining wall.  It may 

         10    not be a complete protection. 

         11             Finally, well, almost finally, lots 46 and 

         12    47 that have to do with the dudlea, the Santa Monica 

         13    Mountains dudlea, staff recommendation number 2, we 

         14    would, as we mentioned earlier, agreed to a condition 

         15    to show through our horticulturist dealing with the 

         16    planning department successful transplanting of the 

         17    dudlea to the outcropping north of lot 45, the open 

         18    space lot where much of the dudlea exists.  And if we 

         19    cannot do that successfully, then we would not be 

         20    permitted to develop those lots. 

         21 We think, we've had extensive discussions, 

         22    we had our consultant here today who's spoken with 

         23    the state and federal regulatory agencies, we believe 

         24    they are supportive of transplanting and would issue 

         25    a state permit.  Of course, we're subject to all the 
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          1    conditions the state and federal regulatory agencies 

          2    would impose.  And we will of course continue to work 

          3    with the county with respect to the transplant 

          4    studies.  Finally lots -- 

          5        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Before we move on from lot 47, 

          6    I think it's important to note that elevation, 

          7    existing elevation of lot 47 is down below, 30 to 40 

          8    feet below the level we're proposing.  So our grading 

          9    as it is shown now fills up this gully, this ravine 

         10    that's there to create the building pad.  If we try 

         11    to protect the dudlea, we will have to build a wall 

         12    around the road to slope down into a gully to protect 

         13    the existing patch of dudlea.  So that also will 

         14    cause more walls that we're trying to avoid. 

         15             And then with respect to the dudlea that's 

         16    on the knoll between or north of lot 45, the comment 

         17    was made that the line of sight looking northbound on 

         18    Kanan Road causes degrading on the west side of 

         19    Kanan.  The grading along Kanan as proposed is all 

         20    dictated by the ultimate right of way on Kanan Road. 

         21    So that cut slope on the west side of Kanan is to 

         22    grade the ultimate right of way.  It has nothing to 

         23    do with the line of sight.  The line of sight as we 

         24    have provided it, we plot joint to public works, 

         25    looks beyond that slope and is clear of any grading 
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          1    that is caused by the ultimate right of way. 

          2  UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Chairman? 

          3        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Helsley? 

          4        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Doesn't it have to do though 

          5    with deceleration lanes? 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  The deceleration lanes are 

          7    within the right of way already.  If Kanan is ever 

          8    fully improved, the deceleration lanes will be, 

          9    future lanes will be built over the location of decel 

         10    lanes.  So the roadways will be no wider than they 

         11    are right now. 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  The road right of way will be 

         13    no wider. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  The right of way stays at 100 

         15    feet.  And then improved roadway will not be any 

         16    wider than any of the limits we show right now.  The 

         17    line of sight won't change and the right of way will 

         18    not change. 

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  But the current grading is not 

         20    to the right of way. 

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  The current grading does make 

         22    provisions for the ultimate right of way. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  But it's not to the right of 

         24    way currently. 

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  It is to the right of way.  The 
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          1    grading we depict would be graded, if you will, to 

          2    the outside of the parkway, the ultimate right of 

          3    way.  Street improvements are not going to be built 

          4    to the ultimate improvements. 

          5        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  The grading you depict 

          6    currently on the small map. 

          7        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes. 

          8        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Is not done currently. 

          9        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  The grading we depict on that 

         10    map makes provisions for ultimate grading. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes. 

         12        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes.  But it's not graded that 

         13    way currently. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Correct.  It does not exist 

         15    that way today, no. 

         16        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Unless there are questions, 

         17    I'll take that completes our rebuttal. 

         18        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Did you want to, you've not 

         19    really addressed the number of people who spoke in 

         20    terms of there was a question of sewer, there was a 

         21    question of drainage.  One of the people recommended 

         22    800-square foot homes and another gentleman listed 

         23    8,000 square foot homes.  So I see a lot of 

         24    inconsistency with one woman saying the home we 

         25    should build was the same as the neighbor across the 
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          1    street.  But if you'll speak on sizing, sewer and 

          2    drainage I think were three issues that beyond the 

          3    environmental pieces that have been a major focus of 

          4    discussion. 

          5        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Let me comment first, and 

          6    Mr. Holiday can address it in a more technical sense. 

          7  The environmental impact report has to 

          8    analyze all of these issues and we need to clear 

          9    public works with respect to our tentative tract map. 

         10    These issues all come up.  We have cleared public 

         11    works.  And the environmental impact report has 

         12    analyzed all of these impacts and of course we will 

         13    have to respond to comments with respect to sewers, 

         14    with respect to drainage.  A lot of the redesign we 

         15    did initially, particularly on the Cornell side, was 

         16    in order to protect the drainage.  I have not heard 

         17    sewers were an issue before.  But certainly public 

         18    utilities have to be analyzed in EIR, and there's no 

         19    indication in reviewing the draft that there's any 

         20    problem with respect to adequate servicing by public 

         21    utility. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  That is correct.  Los Virgenes 

         23    has indicated that they have the ability to serve the 

         24    project both from the demands of water and receive 

         25    any sewage generated from the site.  Without getting 
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          1    too technical from the drainage standpoint, we've 

          2    gone to public works on three different occasions, 

          3    had our conceptual drainage plan approved.  And what 

          4    it in essence shows is that that is no, well, very 

          5    minimal or no net increase in runoff. 

          6 The accumulation of debris that comes from 

          7    the site, all the factors taken into our hydrology 

          8    and hydrology studies indicate that there is not an 

          9    excessive increase in storm runoff from the 

         10    properties. 

         11             Any runoff is taken, is controlled in any 

         12    two different storm drain devices, one that carries 

         13    both urban flow that is treated, and one that is 

         14    conveying drainage from the open, natural terrain 

         15    that carries the natural debris.  So and it is 

         16    important to address again that those reports have 

         17    been approved by public works. 

         18        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Thank you.  Any other 

         19    questions? 

         20        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Along that same line, how does 

         21    public works get to the desiltation basin. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I'm sorry, I didn't understand. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  How does public works get to 

         24    the desiltation basin that's on lot 79. 

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  We have access roads proposed 
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          1    for that. 

          2        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  That access roads comes from 

          3    where? 

          4        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Can you show me on the map 

          5    where you're referring to please.  Okay.  There will 

          6    be an easement through the -- I'm sorry, I had the 

          7    wrong lot. There will be an easement through that 

          8    lot that will provide access up through that 

          9    detention basin.  The easement will be granted to the 

         10    County of Los Angeles. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  So it will basically follow the 

         12    pipe. 

         13        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yes, sir. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Okay.  I didn't see it marked 

         15    on there. 

         16 There was no discussion in relation to lot 

         17    63 that had the grading for that pattern has a direct 

         18    impact on protected species. 

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Want me to handle that? 

         20 In previous coordination consultation with 

         21    regional planning, we had modified the project a 

         22    number of times and caused degrading which is behind 

         23    an uphill to the east of lot 63.  That grading is a 

         24    cut slope which projects up the hill to the knoll 

         25    where the pentachaeta exists now.  This is the 
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          1    location where the pentachaeta has been disturbed 

          2    previously. At this time we've made it our decision 

          3    to not stay away from that grading. 

          4 The alternatives to protect that grading 

          5    would be inclusion into the project of a retaining 

          6    wall that has approximate length of about 300 feet or 

          7    so, and varies at its maximum height between 12 to 15 

          8    or 17 feet tall.  And that type of a wall which will 

          9    be visible from Cornell would have to be included 

         10    into the design in order to protect the pentachaeta. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  No alternative of dropping 

         12    those two lots in that location. 

         13        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  There's no method to drop those 

         14    lots without still causing that grading.  And 

         15    including that retaining wall would make provisions 

         16    to drop the lot but still mandate that we have the 

         17    wall.  We cannot, we cannot protect those lots and 

         18    protect the pentachaeta without a wall either way. 

         19        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  So as it relates to the north 

         20    area plan then it's total just forget it. 

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Well, this is, this is that two 

         22    and a half percent that we talked about to protect 97 

         23    and a half percent of the pentachaeta. 

         24        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  We can't protect this isolated 

         25    population that sits where that corral did before we 
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          1    had the corral removed.  It is disturbed.  But it 

          2    does exist. And I know the staff and the applicant 

          3    disagree on this.  We strongly believe that this, we 

          4    have done adamant litigation for the pentachaeta, 

          5    these lots have great value and fit into the 

          6    integrity of the design and we'd would like to hold 

          7    onto it. 

          8        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Okay.  Other questions?  Great. 

          9    Thanks.  We're going to take just a very brief break 

         10    because we do want to get back and try to get this 

         11    matter concluded.  So five minutes.  And let's 

         12    particular stick at five minutes.  Thanks. 

         13        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Back to order.  It's now time 

         14    for commission discussions so please take your seats. 

         15             Commissioners, comments. 

         16        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I think that, yeah, it's a 

         17    difficult situation.  Looking at a situation where we 

         18    have a plan which I understand is basically a part of 

         19    our general plan and which took a tremendous amount 

         20    of effort to bring together in its consensus, and 

         21    there were a tremendous number of meetings that 

         22    occurred around it.  And in balancing that clearly 

         23    with the efforts that had been put forward by the 

         24    developer with respect to this property.  I have no 

         25    issues in terms of the number of units.  The 66 units 
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          1    does not seem unreasonable to me in light of the size 

          2    of the property, et cetera. 

          3  However, I have concerns with allowing, 

          4    allowing the invasion into the habitats, et cetera. 

          5    I'm concerned about that.  And I mentioned the 

          6    language in the plan itself seems very, very strict 

          7    with respect to the preservation of the habitat.  And 

          8    we're looking at that balancing act.  I think that if 

          9    we could maintain the 66 units that the developer 

         10    needs, with not going into some of these protected 

         11    habitats, I would probably feel more comfortable with 

         12    respect to the development.  And I'm understanding at 

         13    95, 97 percent has been preserved and I'm wondering 

         14    if there's not any way to find that other three 

         15    percent within the development.  And I think that's 

         16    what staff was looking for when they came forward 

         17    with their recommendations.  They were looking for an 

         18    opportunity to try to continue kind of this balancing 

         19    that we're doing regarding the developments needs 

         20    with the intent of the plan itself.  So the north 

         21    area plan is important, however.  I'd like to, and I 

         22    know that the developer doesn't want us to continue 

         23    to attempt do this kind of negotiation and would 

         24    prefer a denial.  But I'd like to at least go on 

         25    record indicating that I'm comfortable with the 

                     79 



          1    66 units.  And I would hope that there could have 

          2    been a way in which we could have found complete 

          3    compliance with the Santa Monica plan within those 

          4    66 units on this site. 

          5        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Hafetz, have you had a 

          6    chance to look at that in terms of we discussed 

          7    absoluteness in the area of plan during any of our 

          8    breaks or do you want to just add some comments to 

          9    the record in terms of what room if any we do have in 

         10    your opinion. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Again, Mr. Chair, 

         12    commissioners, as I was, my comments before the 

         13    hearing started, I understand that staff is taking a 

         14    conservative approach, and that's the recommendation 

         15    to your body.  And there is the language in that one 

         16    particular policy that says prohibit.  There are many 

         17    other policies in the plan that are a little less 

         18    severe.  There is case law regarding general plan 

         19    consistency that acknowledges that lots of general 

         20    plans and lots of jurisdictions have many policies, 

         21    some of which at times conflict with others.  And the 

         22    case law stands for the proposition that to be 

         23    consistent means you're furthering the overall goals 

         24    of the plan, it may at times violate a particular 

         25    provision or not be entirely consistent with the 
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          1    provision.  But you wouldn't be found to be 

          2    inconsistent with the plan. 

          3             I think there are two ways to look at this. 

          4    And I looked through the north area plan and I saw 

          5    that that word prohibit was probably one of few times 

          6    that such strong language was used.  Again, I 

          7    mentioned in my comments before that the introduction 

          8    to that prohibit was looser than the prohibit.  So 

          9    it's unclear how that works.  I mean preservation is 

         10    the goal of the plan. 

         11             Now, I did want to add one other comment and 

         12    that is when you look at the opening how to use the 

         13    north area plan, there are a couple of I think 

         14    important overriding principles that are helpful in 

         15    your deliberations.  And one, it specifically says 

         16    that no policy whether in written or diagram form, 

         17    and it's talking about no policy within the entire 

         18    north area plan, shall be given greater weight than 

         19    any other policy in evaluating the policy intent of 

         20    this north area plan. 

         21             In other words, I think what they're saying 

         22    is, I think it acknowledges that there are going to 

         23    be some times perhaps conflicting points, and no 

         24    policy has more import than any other policy.  So 

         25    that's one thing.  I mean I don't know if that's 
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          1    enlightening for you or not, but I think it's 

          2    helpful. 

          3  The other thing it says, there's another 

          4    overriding policy.  The land use policy map which 

          5    maybe isn't necessarily what you're looking at but I 

          6    think it's interesting.  It says, the land use policy 

          7    map is never to be interpreted by itself, but must be 

          8    interpreted in light of applicable written policies. 

          9    Another overriding principle, the 

         10    interpretation of policy should be governed by the 

         11    guiding principles of the north area plan.  And the 

         12    guiding principle is let the land dictate, et cetera. 

         13             So again, I think it's within your body's 

         14    discretion to look at the project and see if it 

         15    furthers the overall policies of the north area plan 

         16    and that may or may not mean that yes, there may be 

         17    some language in the plan that there's a bit 

         18    inconsistency with.  I still think there would 

         19    discretion on your commission's part to find 

         20    consistency. 

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  But you know, I guess from my 

         22    own personal interpretation of that, there are going 

         23    to be cases that come forward where there is let 

         24    development flow with the land, let the owner of the 

         25    land have some economic use of that property.  But I 
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          1    think when a word prohibit is in there, unless that 

          2    is going to deny them some right that they have to 

          3    some development, some economic return, in this case 

          4    there appears to be reasonable economic opportunity 

          5    to get some return from this property, that I'm not 

          6    moved on this case to override that word prohibit.  I 

          7    guess I would agree with staff in terms of that 

          8    interpretation and where Commissioner Valdez is sort 

          9    of wrestling.  Prohibit is 100 percent.  It's not 

         10    sort of wiggling around it in this case.  I too am 

         11    opposed to the number.  But I think the direction 

         12    that this commission has given in previous hearings 

         13    has been we don't want to invade, we want to be 

         14    consistent with the north area plan.  And you come 

         15    back with a project that puts all those features into 

         16    place.  And I think that's what staff has heard and I 

         17    think that's what staff's recommendation is.  That 

         18    it's not let's find an escape clause in that that we 

         19    can get around or bypass.  And I guess in this one I 

         20    sort of tend to agree with the conservative approach 

         21    staff has taken. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I did Commissioner Valdez's 

         23    points of view.  But you know what my philosophy is, 

         24    I really believe, this is a sixth hearing and I 

         25    believe there we really do owe the applicant, the 
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          1    developer a decision to go forward one way or the 

          2    other.  Now, I really dislike hanging developers out 

          3    like this and have them come back five, six, seven 

          4    times with new designs.  So that's basically my point 

          5    of view. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I think I've heard you 

          7    throughout the years, Commissioner, you like that 

          8    determination the first hearing. 

          9 UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  First hearing. 

         10        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  We don't want them to come back 

         11    if there's not an intent on our part to try to work 

         12    would them.  But it also takes them working with us 

         13    that to come back with something that works. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I have a real problem, 

         15    Mr. Chairman, I have a real problem with not giving a 

         16    complete direction.  If they come back, if they don't 

         17    come back with that complete direction, then deny it. 

         18    But asking them to do four, five, six different plans 

         19    doesn't make any sense to me. 

         20        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Commissioner Rew, do you 

         21    want -- it's Commissioner Helsley's district. 

         22             Mr. Helsley. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I would like to correct maybe a 

         24    misinterpretation.  Two of these were applicant 

         25    requests to continue of that listing that goes across 
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          1    the top up there of the number of hearings.  So I 

          2    concur that maybe we were not quite strong enough in 

          3    giving specific direction, but I think that there has 

          4    been specific direction given that has not been fully 

          5    acknowledged or has been side stepped, and tried to 

          6    look a little differently. 

          7             The notation on the plan, an open space lot, 

          8    not listing in the SEA, we've taken a fairly strong 

          9    position with SEAs on this commission.  And I won't 

         10    say that we were following that strong position in 

         11    willingness to take and look at the disturbed area 

         12    along the roadway and try to build some lots on that. 

         13    But to have an overly ambitious plan I think, and not 

         14    being willing to move from that position is a very 

         15    good indication of where we've gone and why we've 

         16    gone this long.  We've taken and I think given very 

         17    direction that it needs to meet the protected area, 

         18    concerns of the north area plan in the Santa Monica 

         19    Mountains.  And I find that a number of things that 

         20    have not done that and do not do that. 

         21  I will compliment and I think there was a 

         22    good effort made in reference to the west side of 

         23    Kanan Road to try to do that this last time.  There 

         24    was some major changes made and positions taken at 

         25    that point.  I don't disagree necessarily with the 
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          1    number of lots, but when I took this job, the 

          2    supervisor indicated to me that you need to have the 

          3    project work within the community and not stick out 

          4    like a sore thumb. 

          5 Now, does that say you've taken or are 

          6    working to a specific number of lots, I don't think 

          7    so.  I think it says you're working to a plan that 

          8    could be a good plan.  And I think this still could 

          9    be a good plan provided a little greater care is 

         10    taken.  And I have problems with some specific lots. 

         11    I have problems with flood control. 

         12             I have a major problem with D street.  That 

         13    D streets needs to be on the outside of that.  And I 

         14    really think it can be done.  I'm not an engineer, 

         15    I've tried to work with the topos that you've given 

         16    me, and I think it could be made into a T street with 

         17    the street on the outside of that and work 

         18    effectively.  Yes, there might be a relocation of a 

         19    lot, but there's also a lot down at the bottom of one 

         20    of knolls there, a meadow area it appears that could 

         21    be made into a lot with a hammer head turnaround from 

         22    the fire department.  And I think that works to 

         23    public works advantage, still in this project, and 

         24    works to the developer's advantage in this project. 

         25 The successful movement of dudlea I think 
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          1    probably is possible.  I am certain that it can be 

          2    taken and reseeded and mitigated in a manner of at 

          3    that nature.  It's not something that I think has 

          4    been recommended by the north area plan, but I think 

          5    that with a little bit of ingenuity on the 

          6    developer's part, that could be met effectively.  I 

          7    think you do, you will have to take a taking permit 

          8    on a portion that is within one total lot. 

          9  The guidelines, I compliment you on coming 

         10    out with guidelines that I think meet many of the 

         11    needs and concerns.  I have a real concern with white 

         12    stucco, and that's shown on here as one of the ideas, 

         13    and the red tile roofs.  I think those should be 

         14    limited within this project. 

         15             The aspect of taking and looking at the 

         16    staff's recommendations, I think those are doable, 

         17    but I think it is a concern that the developer says, 

         18    you know, they really don't want to go forward with 

         19    this, with changes coming into it to make it more 

         20    compatible with the north area plan. 

         21  I think that this project is an over 

         22    ambitious plan that is kind of cast into concrete at 

         23    this point, and I think the project seeks to do more 

         24    than its fair share, certainly is not giving a 

         25    reasonable ratio back to the community, and for those 
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          1    general positions, I would move that the Regional 

          2    Planning Commission close the public hearing and 

          3    indicate its intent to deny the project period. 

          4        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And instruct staff to come back 

          5    with a requisite finding. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Second. 

          7        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I have a motion and a second. 

          8             Discussion. 

          9  UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Chairman. 

         10        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Commissioner Rew. 

         11        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I would like to be sure that 

         12    when staff comes back with the findings for the 

         13    reasons for denial, that it include that staff had 

         14    made four recommendations.  And initially the 

         15    developer said that no, they could not go along with 

         16    any of those if it involved the reduction of any 

         17    lots. 

         18             In rebuttal, and staff can listen to the 

         19    tapes and read the report, in the rebuttal the 

         20    developer did mention that it were willing to concede 

         21    some things about these four recommendations that 

         22    staff had made so it's clear that what we're denying. 

         23        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Other comments. 

         24        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I'd like just to concur with 

         25    that, that in fact it is based to a certain, to great 
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          1    extent upon staff's recommendations with respect to 

          2    consistency, and we were unable to meet those. 

          3        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Yeah, I think, and I would like 

          4    to make that statement as well, I was prepared in 

          5    listening to this leaning towards approving the 

          6    project subject to the conditions that staff had laid 

          7    out. 

          8   And if those conditions warranted the 

          9    elimination of one, two, three, four, five, six lots, 

         10    whatever it might occur, to protect the north area 

         11    plan and in its more absolute state, and the 

         12    environmental issues that I think were laid out in 

         13    the staff's concern, and part and parcel with their 

         14    recommendation, that this denial on my part is going 

         15    to be largely as Commissioner Rew has stated based 

         16    upon the comments of the applicant of an 

         17    unwillingness to accept in their entirety to be able 

         18    to work with those. 

         19             So it's in essence I think the reasons for 

         20    denial have got to be outlined in terms of those more 

         21    specific areas, that it's almost not with prejudice 

         22    of that denial, but that denial is based upon an 

         23    unwillingness to jeopardize the count of the lots, 

         24    that the 66 lots seem to be more the predominant 

         25    position. 
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          1  UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Mr. Chairman. 

          2        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Commissioner Bellamy. 

          3        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I usually, and when I say 

          4    usually, I mean 95, 96, 97 percent of the time. 

          5        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  How about 99 percent. 

          6        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Maybe 99, except for the tacos 

          7    that that time, tamales, go along with staff's 

          8    recommendation because we have a very professional 

          9    staff and they're looking for out for the county and 

         10    the community as a whole.  And I want to say that I 

         11    don't really remember an applicant asking for a 

         12    denial.  This is so unique for me.  And it seems to 

         13    me like we're being pushed into a corner.  Maybe 

         14    we're not, but I don't want this to be a precedent 

         15    where we're in a position whereby an applicant tells 

         16    us what to do.  So that's just my opinion. 

         17        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  I think we've had earlier cases 

         18    that have gone on and on.  Sunshine Canyon was one 

         19    that went for many hearings where we could not come 

         20    to a meeting of minds. 

         21        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  They didn't ask for it though. 

         22        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  They knew it was going to go to 

         23    the Board of Supervisors and I think that was the 

         24    course get on. 

         25        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  And I think that your concern 
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          1    is a very valid one and I've had that concern, and I 

          2    try to relate to that many times about 2:00 o'clock, 

          3    3:00 o'clock in the morning sometimes.  My 

          4    disappointment is I think a good plan could develop 

          5    out of this, I really do, that is acceptable to the 

          6    community and acceptable to the developer.  But it's 

          7    a situation where I see an unwillingness, the aspect 

          8    of really looking at an alternative to the footprint 

          9    of alternate form, we've not seen such. 

         10        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Let's go ahead and move this 

         11    on.  That ending the discussion. 

         12             All those in favor of the motion which is a 

         13    motion for denial of the project state aye. 

         14        UNKNOWN SPEAKERS:  Aye. 

         15        UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Opposed. 

         16             Motion is carried.  I assume that this will 

         17    go across the street now.  We're going to take just a 

         18    two or three-minute break so those in the audience 

         19    who came for this hearing can leave. 

         20 

         21 

         22 

         23 

         24 

         25 
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          1 

          2 I, ROBIN BEARDSLEY, CSR No. 8845, do hereby 

          3    certify: 

          4 That the foregoing audio transcription was 

          5    transcribed by me to the best of my skill and 

          6    ability. 

          7 That the foregoing 95 pages contain a true 

          8    and correct transcription of the tape recording. 

          9 I further certify that I am neither counsel 

         10    for nor related to any party to said action, nor in 

         11    any way interested in the outcome thereof. 

         12 

         13    IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed 

         14    my name this_________day of____________________,

         15    2006. 

         16 

         17 

         18         _____________________________

         19      Robin Beardsley, CSR No. 8845 

         20 
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         24 
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 1

CLERK SACHI HAMAI: ITEM NUMBER 5. THIS IS THE DE NOVO HEARING 2

ON CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND OAK TREE PERMIT, CASE NUMBERS 3

97-178-3, INVESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP, CASE NUMBER 52419-3, 4

AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT TO CREATE 66 SINGLE-5

FAMILY LOTS, FIVE OPEN SPACE LOTS, SIX LANDSCAPE LOTS AND TWO 6

PUBLIC FACILITY LOTS ON 320.3 GROSS ACRES LOCATED EAST AND 7

WEST OF CANAAN ROAD AND CORNELL ROAD IN THE UNINCORPORATED 8

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS SOUTH OF THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS, 9

MALIBU ZONED DISTRICT, APPLIED FOR BY HALLADAY & MIM MACK 10 

INCORPORATED ON BEHALF OF THE SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP. THERE WAS 11 

WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE PRESENTED ON THIS MATTER.  12 

 13 

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: ALL RIGHT. LET'S HAVE A BRIEF 14 

STAFF REPORT AND THEN WE'LL HAVE THE PUBLIC HEARING.  15 

 16 

SUSAN TAE: GOOD MORNING. MY NAME IS SUSAN TAE AND I'M 17 

SUPERVISING REGIONAL PLANNER WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL 18 

PLANNING. I HAVE WITH ME MR. JOSEPH DECONAIR, COUNTY 19 

BIOLOGIST, MR. PAUL MCCARTHY FROM THE REGIONAL PLANNING 20 

DEPARTMENT AND MR. DENNIS HUNTER FROM OUR DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 21 

WORKS. THIS IS AN APPEAL FOR A DENIED SUBDIVISION PROJECT 22 

KNOWN AS TRIANGLE RANCH THAT REQUESTS 66 SINGLE-FAMILY LOTS. A 23 

PORTION OF THE PROJECT SITE IS WITHIN A SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL 24 

AREA AND CONTAINS ENDANGERED LYON'S PENTACHAETA AND THREATENS 25 
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SANTA MONICA MOUNTAIN'S DEADLIEST SPECIES. THE PROJECT WAS 1

BEFORE THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION FOR SIX PUBLIC 2

HEARINGS, DURING WHICH TIME FOUR PROJECT DESIGNS WERE 3

PRESENTED. DURING THESE PROCEEDINGS, THE COMMISSION CONTINUED 4

TO ASK FOR A PROJECT DESIGN TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE SANTA 5

MONICA MOUNTAINS' NORTH AREA PLAN AND, IN SEPTEMBER 2006, THE 6

APPLICANT REQUESTED THAT THE COMMISSION DENY THE PROJECT TO 7

ENABLE AN APPEAL TO YOUR BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. THE COMMISSION 8

REQUESTED THAT THIS BE CONVEYED TO YOUR BOARD AS THEY FELT 9

THAT, EVEN THOUGH THE PROJECT HAD NOT YET ACHIEVED 10 

CONSISTENCY, EACH REDESIGN WAS IMPROVEMENT TOWARDS A BETTER 11 

PROJECT. A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT WAS PREPARED AND 12 

CONCLUDED THAT IMPACTS TO VISUAL AND BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 13 

COULD NOT BE MITIGATED TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. THIS 14 

CONCLUDES MY PRESENTATION UNLESS THERE ARE FURTHER QUESTIONS.  15 

 16 

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: ALL RIGHT. ANY OF THE OTHER STAFF 17 

HAVE ANYTHING TO ADD AT THIS POINT?  18 

 19 

SPEAKER: NO, SUPERVISOR.  20 

 21 

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: ALL RIGHT. LET ME-- WE'RE GOING TO 22 

HAVE THE APPLICANT OR THE APPELLANT, I GUESS, WHICH IS ONE AND 23 

THE SAME, ADDRESS US FIRST. THEN I'M GOING TO HEAR FROM-- 24 

WE'RE GOING TO HEAR FROM A GROUP OF PEOPLE, A PORTION OF WHOM 25 
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HAVE CEDED THEIR TIME. SO I HAVE AGREED TO ALLOW A MAXIMUM OF 1

30 MINUTES FOR THOSE FOLKS WHO ARE PART OF THE PACKAGE WHO 2

HAVE CEDED THEIR TIME AND IT ADDS UP, IF THEY ALL SPOKE, IT 3

WOULD BE 2 MINUTES EACH, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN 30 MINUTES SO 4

IT'LL BE 30 MINUTES HOWEVER THEY WANT TO DIVIDE UP THEIR TIME. 5

BUT, WHEN 30 MINUTES COMES UP, MISS HOLMES, YOUR GROUP, THAT'S 6

THE END OF IT. AND THEN WE HAVE ANOTHER GROUP OF PEOPLE, WHO 7

WERE NOT PART OF THAT BACK ROOM DEAL, WHO WILL BE HEARD ALSO 8

IN OPPOSITION TO IT AT 2 MINUTES EACH AND THEN THAT WILL BE 9

THE END OF THE HEARING. SO WE'LL START WITH THE PROPONENTS. 10 

IDENTIFY YOURSELF FOR THE RECORD, PLEASE.  11 

 12 

STEVEN WESTON: MR. CHAIRMAN, STEVEN WESTON WITH THE WESTON 13 

BENCHU LAW FIRM, ATTORNEY FOR THE APPLICANT AND APPELLANT, 14 

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP. MEMBERS OF THE BOARD, AS NOTED BY STAFF, 15 

THIS IS AN APPEAL FROM THE DENIAL OF THE PROJECT BY THE 16 

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION LAST NOVEMBER. THE MATTER HAS 17 

BEEN PENDING FOR 10 YEARS IN THE COUNTY. THERE HAVE BEEN 18 

NUMEROUS PUBLIC HEARINGS, A FULL EIR, AND MANY REVISIONS TO 19 

THE SITE PLAN BUT SOME BASICS ABOUT THE PROJECT HAVE NOT 20 

CHANGED. IT'S A 320-ACRE SITE. DEVELOPMENT IS PROPOSED ON 21 

ABOUT 10 PERCENT OF THE SITE, LEAVING THE BALANCE OF THE SITE 22 

AS PERMANENT OPEN SPACE TO BE DEDICATED TO THE COUNTY OR OTHER 23 

PUBLIC ENTITY AT THE COUNTY'S DISCRETION. THE SITE PLAN HAS 24 

CHANGED NUMEROUS TIMES. BEFORE THE NORTH AREA PLAN WAS 25 
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ADOPTED, THE PROPOSAL WAS IN EXCESS OF 120 UNITS IN ABOUT THE 1

SAME SPACE. AFTER THE ADOPTION OF THE NORTH AREA PLAN, WHICH 2

LIMITED, UNDER THE ZONING, TO 108 UNITS, REVISED SITE PLANS 3

WERE SUBMITTED LEADING UP TO TODAY, THE APPEAL FROM A 66-LOT 4

SUBDIVISION. THE PROJECT PRESERVES SUBSTANTIAL OPEN SPACE. AS 5

I SAID, 90 PERCENT OF THE SITE. IN ADDITION, WHILE THERE IS 6

SOME LIMITED DEVELOPMENT IN THE S.E.A., WHICH IS PERMISSIBLE 7

UNDER THE COUNTY RULES, 94 PERCENT OF THE S.E.A. IS PRESERVED. 8

TWO SPECIES OF PROTECTION ARE NOTED ON THE SITE. THE LYON'S 9

PENTACHAETA, AN HERB, WILL BE PRESERVED, ABOUT .23 ACRES OF 10 

THE LYON'S PENTACHAETA WILL BE DISTURBED-- I'M SORRY, YES, OUT 11 

OF 8.8 ACRES, THAT'S 97.5 PERCENT PROTECTION. AGAIN, THE 12 

DUDLEYA, SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS DUDLEYA, ANOTHER HERB, ABOUT 13 

.09 ACRES, LESS THAN A TENTH OF AN ACRE WILL BE IMPACTED. THE 14 

REASON WE HAVE APPEALED IS THAT WE BELIEVE THE REGIONAL 15 

PLANNING COMMISSION INCORRECTLY DETERMINED THAT THE PROPOSED 16 

PROJECT WAS INCONSISTENT WITH THE NORTH AREA PLAN AND WITH THE 17 

S.E.A. REQUIREMENTS. THE NORTH AREA PLAN, WITH RESPECT TO 18 

HABITAT PROTECTION, REQUIRES DEVELOPMENT TO PRESERVE, TO THE 19 

EXTENT POSSIBLE, HABITAT PROTECTION. THERE IS A PARTICULAR 20 

POLICY THAT THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION RELIED UPON, 21 

POLICY 4(3)(B) STATES THAT, WITHIN DESIGNATED HABITAT AREAS, 22 

DISTURBANCE OF PROTECTED BIOTIC RESOURCES IS PROHIBITED. THE 23 

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 24 

INCORRECTLY BELIEVE THIS POLICY APPLIES. THE U.S. FISH AND 25 
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WILDLIFE SERVICE HAS DETERMINED THAT TRIANGLE RANCH IS NOT 1

DESIGNATED HABITAT FOR EITHER OF THESE SPECIES. OUR POSITION 2

IS, AND I THINK IT'S SUPPORTED BY LAW, IS THEREFORE THAT 3

POLICY PROHIBITION DOESN'T APPLY. IN ADDITION WITHIN THE LAST 4

FEW DAYS, THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE HAS ISSUED A 5

DRAFT BIOLOGICAL OPINION. THIS OPINION WILL BECOME FINAL. BUT 6

I WANTED TO NOTE, BECAUSE IT IS NOT YET IN THE RECORD, THAT 7

THE BIOLOGICAL OPINION SPECIFICALLY LOOKED AT TRIANGLE RANCH 8

AND DETERMINED THAT NEITHER SPECIES WAS GOING TO BE IMPACTED 9

BY THIS DEVELOPMENT. IT SAYS THE POPULATION ON THE TRIANGLE 10 

RANCH PROPERTY REPRESENTS A SMALL PORTION OF THE SPECIES, THE 11 

SAME WORDING FOR BOTH THE DUDLEYA AND THE LYON'S PENTACHAETA 12 

SO ANTICIPATED EFFECTS ARE NOT LIKELY TO APPRECIABLY REDUCE 13 

THE OVERALL POPULATION. THEY WILL ISSUE THE NECESSARY TAKINGS 14 

PERMIT FOR THE DEVELOPMENT IF THIS PROJECT IS APPROVED. IN 15 

SUM, OUR POSITION IS, AND I THINK IT'S SUPPORTED BY LAW, THAT 16 

WE HAVE DONE A VERY GOOD JOB OF PRESERVING A SPECIES. THIS IS 17 

NOT CRITICAL HABITAT FOR EITHER SPECIES. WE HAVE CLUSTERED 18 

DEVELOPMENT, REDUCED THE SIZE OF THE DEVELOPMENT DRAMATICALLY. 19 

WE'RE DOWN TO 66 UNITS. CLUSTERED DEVELOPMENT. WE WOULD HOPE 20 

THAT THIS BOARD OF SUPERVISORS WOULD GRANT THE APPEAL AND 21 

APPROVE THE PROJECT. THANK YOU SO MUCH.  22 

 23 
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SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU. DANIEL MINTZER? IS MR. 1

MINTZER HERE? MISS HOLMS, YOU'LL BE NEXT SO YOUR GROUP, 2

HOWEVER YOU WANT TO ORGANIZE IT.3

4

DANIEL MINTZER:  HI, MY NAME IS DANIEL MINTZER. I'VE BEEN 5

INVOLVED WITH THIS-- OH, I'M SORRY, SIR.6

7

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  YEAH. I'M SORRY. HANG ON A SECOND, 8

MR. MINTZER. THERE YOU GO. GO AHEAD.9

10

DANIEL MINTZER:  HI, MY NAME IS DANIEL MINTZER, I'VE BEEN 11

INVOLVED IN THIS PROPERTY FOR CLOSE TO 50 YEARS. IT WAS MY 12

FATHER'S AND MOTHER'S, WHO ARE NOW DECEASED AND IT'S 13

UNFORTUNATE MANY OF OUR OTHER STAKEHOLDERS ARE NOT HERE AS 14

THEY ARE ELDERLY. SOME OF THE OWNERSHIP IS ON SECOND, THIRD 15

GENERATION. I THINK WE'VE DONE A GOOD JOB OF TRYING TO 16

ACCOMMODATE PARTIES. I THINK THERE'S A LOT OF OPPOSITION THAT 17

PEOPLE WHO LIVE IN THE AREA DON'T WANT OTHERS TO BENEFIT FROM 18

IT. I URGE YOUR SUPPORT AND SOME RESOLUTION TO THIS 19

LONGSTANDING ISSUE. THANK YOU.20

21

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU. ALL RIGHT. COLLEEN. I 22

HAVE THEM IN A PARTICULAR ORDER. IS THAT THE WAY YOU WANT TO 23

HANDLE IT?24

25

BSPH-1
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COLLEEN HOLMS:  YES.1

2

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  ALL RIGHT. SO WE'LL ASK-- DON'T 3

START HER TIME UNTIL WE GET THIS ORGANIZED. COLLEEN HOLMES, 4

THEN TOM DODSON, PAUL CULBERG, ROBERT BARON. THOSE WILL BE THE 5

FIRST FOUR. DON'T START IT UNTIL SHE STARTS. SO FOR YOUR WHOLE 6

GROUP, WE'RE GOING TO GIVE YOU 30 MINUTES. OKAY. WE'LL START 7

THAT ONE RIGHT NOW. GO AHEAD.8

9

COLLEEN HOLMS:  THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY. MY 10

NAME IS COLLEEN HOLMES. I LIVE AT 3700 OLD OAK ROAD IN AGOURA. 11

I'M THE PRESIDENT OF THE CORNELL PRESERVATION ORGANIZATION, AN 12

ORGANIZATION THAT STARTED OVER 10 YEARS AGO TO CALL FOR 13

RESPONSIBLE DEVELOPMENT IN THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS. WE ARE 14

NOT ALONE IN OUR DISMAY WITH THIS PROJECT. BEFORE THE PLANNING 15

COMMISSION, TESTIMONY AND WRITTEN PETITIONS SHOWED THE 16

COMMITMENT AND DEDICATION THE COMMUNITY AND GROUPS HAVE HAD TO 17

GET THIS PROJECT MORE RESPONSIBLE. WE HAVE SUBMITTED OR ARE 18

DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE TO HAVING AT LEAST 300 OPPONENTS TESTIFY 19

AGAINST THIS PROJECT. I'M SUBMITTING ANOTHER 50 SIGNATURES 20

AGAINST THIS PROJECT TODAY AND A LETTER WRITTEN BY WAYNE 21

GRECO, WHO COULDN'T ATTEND THIS MEETING TODAY. IT IS IMPORTANT 22

TO NOTE THAT CPO IS NOT AGAINST RESPONSIBLE DEVELOPMENT, 23

ESPECIALLY WITH AN S.E.A. RIPARIAN HABITAT, CENSUS WITH 24

SPECIES IMPACTS AND IMPACTS IN GRADING OF VIEW SHED THAT THE 25

BSPH-2
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DEVELOPER MUST BE COMMITTED TO. SOME OF THE OTHER AGENCIES AND 1

GROUPS THAT HAVE SUPPORTED US OR SEE US CONCEPTUALLY HEADING 2

IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION ARE AS FOLLOWS: THE SANTA MONICA 3

MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY, THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, HEAL THE 4

BAY, SAVE OPEN SPACE, COLD CREEK, TOPANGA CANYON, OLD AGOURA, 5

CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, CITY OF AGOURA HILLS, TRIUNFO 6

LOBO, MEDEA MESA, SEMINOLE SPRINGS, MALIBU LAKESIDE, MALIBU 7

LAKE MOUNTAIN CLUB, WAGON ROAD RANCHOS, CORNELL ROAD RANCHOS, 8

COUNTRYSIDE ESTATES. IN FACT, WE CAN'T FIND ANYBODY WHO 9

SUPPORTS THIS BESIDES THE DEVELOPER. 66 HOMES MAY FIT WITHIN 10

THE QUANTITATIVE FIGURE FOR THE NORTH AREA PLAN BUT IT STILL 11

DOES NOT ADDRESS THE MASSIVE GRADING, RETAINING WALLS, S.E.A. 12

PROTECTION, SENSITIVE SPECIES PROTECTION, BLUE LINE STREAM 13

PROTECTION AND BUFFERS, MAJOR TRAIL PRESERVATIONS. THIS PLAN 14

NEEDS TO COMMIT TO PRESERVING THESE ISSUES. THE PLANNING 15

COMMISSION SUPPORT ALTERNATIVE 4, 44 HOMES DURING THEIR 16

INVESTIGATION. CPO, ALONG WITH THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS 17

CONSERVANCY, HAS COME UP WITH A NEW PLAN THAT WORKS WITHIN A 18

CERTAIN FOOTPRINT THAT STAYS WITHIN AN ALREADY DEGRADED AREA 19

ON THIS PARCEL. I WOULD LIKE TO GO OVER IT WITH YOU NOW AND 20

ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS THAT YOU HAVE. HOW AM I GOING TO DO THIS? 21

STAND UP?22

23

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  WE CAN GET YOU A HANDHELD MIC.24

25

BSPH-4
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COLLEEN HOLMS:  IS THIS PART OF MY TIME?1

2

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  YES. WE'LL GIVE YOU ONE RIGHT 3

HERE.4

5

COLLEEN HOLMS:  ARE YOU STOPPING MY TIME? DO YOU WANT ME TO 6

STAND RIGHT HERE?7

8

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  DO YOU WANT TO GO TO THE...9

10

COLLEEN HOLMS:  CAN I STAND CLOSE TO THAT?11

12

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  YOU CAN GO OVER THERE, SURE. THE 13

MIC WILL WORK.14

15

COLLEEN HOLMS:  OKAY. FIRST OF ALL, WHAT I WANT TO SHOW YOU IS 16

A PLAN THAT SHOWS VERY CLEARLY WHERE THE SENSITIVE SPECIES 17

ARE, THE OAK TREES, THE FLOODPLAIN OF MEDEA CREEK, TRAILS, 18

IMPORTANT CONNECTIVE TRAILS, THE FIRE STATION, LADY FACE 19

MOUNTAIN, SIGNIFICANT RIDGE LINE AND S.E.A. NUMBER 6. NOW, 20

LET'S PUT THIS DOWN. THE FOOTPRINT THAT YOU'RE SEEING TODAY 21

SHOWS, IN OUR OPINION, A MAJOR CONCESSION FROM THE COMMUNITY 22

SURROUNDING THIS PROJECT. AND WHAT IT SHOWS IN THE LADY FACE 23

SIZE, IT SHOWS A TOTAL OF 41 UNITS, APPROXIMATELY 10,000 24

SQUARE FEET PER UNIT, THAT STAY WITHIN THE FOOTPRINT OF THE 25
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ALREADY DEGRADED AREAS. IF YOU WOULD PLEASE TAKE A LOOK AT 1

THIS SIDE OVER HERE. IF YOU CAN SEE WHERE IT SAYS 41 HOMES AND 2

THEN DISTURBED AREA, THAT'S WHAT THIS FOOTPRINT MIMICS. WE 3

ALSO HAVE A DRIVEWAY, WHICH IS WHERE THE DRIVEWAY CURRENTLY IS 4

LOCATED OR A ROADWAY. AND WE FEEL THAT IT'S BETTER ALIGNED ON 5

THIS SIDE AS OPPOSED TO THIS BUFFER AREA-- WE'RE PROTECTING 6

ALL THESE HERITAGE OAKS IN HERE AND IT DOESN'T APPEAR AS A 7

VERY PROMINENT AREA AS YOU'RE COMING INTO THE SANTA MONICA 8

MOUNTAINS. IT'S MORE BUFFERED BY PUTTING THE DRIVEWAY ON THIS 9

AREA. ALSO, WE HAVE AREAS WHERE IT SHOWS EASEMENTS, 10

CONSERVATION EASEMENTS BUT THEY'VE GOT A TOTAL OF 41 HOMES IN 11

HERE AND IT KEEPS IT OUT OF SENSITIVE AREAS. ALSO, ON THE 12

OTHER SIDE IN MEDEA MESA, WE HAVE THE STREETS ALIGNED. AGAIN, 13

THERE IS AN EXISTING ROAD IN THIS AREA AND YOU CAN SEE IT ON 14

THAT PLAN. THERE'S FIVE HOMES. IT'S VERY MUCH PROTECTED IN 15

KEEPING OUT OF THE BUFFER ZONE OF THE RIPARIAN AREAS. IT DOES 16

NOT HAVE THIS LONG DRIVEWAY THAT GOES OVER WILDLIFE CORRIDORS, 17

THROUGH GROVES OF OAKS AND FILLS IN A RAVINE. IT KEEPS OUT OF 18

THAT. ON THE OTHER SIDE, BY THE FIRE STATION, THERE IS FOUR 19

HOMES, TWO OF WHICH ARE EQUESTRIAN AREAS. THE AREA TO THE 20

NORTH-- I'M SORRY, THE SOUTH OF THE FIRE STATION WOULD BE IN A 21

LARGE EQUESTRIAN PORTION OF LOT 50, WHICH WOULD ALLOW A VIEW 22

SHED TO STILL BE MAINTAINED INTO THE S.E.A. ANYWAY, THERE'S 23

BEEN A LOT OF THOUGHT THAT'S GONE INTO IT. WE'VE ACTUALLY HAD 24

AN ENGINEER, A CERTIFIED CIVIL ENGINEER THAT CAME UP WITH 25
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THIS. AND WE FEEL, AS A COMMUNITY, THIS IS A BETTER FIT. AND 1

WE FEEL THAT WE'VE WORKED VERY HARD TO COME UP WITH THIS AND 2

THAT WE WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TAKE THIS 3

INTO CONSIDERATION TODAY. THANK YOU.4

5

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU, COLLEEN.6

7

COLLEEN HOLMS:  AND TO STAY WITHIN THE DEVELOPMENT FOOTPRINT 8

THAT WE'VE SHOWN.9

10

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  ANYTHING ELSE?11

12

COLLEEN HOLMS:  NO.13

14

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  MR. DODSON?15

16

TOM DODSON:  MR. CHAIR, MEMBERS OF THE BOARD. MY NAME IS TOM 17

DODSON. I'VE BEEN THE ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISOR FOR THE CORNELL 18

PRESERVATION ORGANIZATION FOR ABOUT 10 YEARS. I GOT INVOLVED 19

BECAUSE MY SISTER-IN-LAW HAPPENS TO LIVE HERE AND THAT GETS 20

YOU INVOLVED IN A LOT OF THINGS.21

22

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  AREN'T YOU LUCKY?23

24
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TOM DODSON:  YES, SIR, ABSOLUTELY. MOVING ON QUICKLY, LET ME 1

SEE IF I CAN HIT THE ISSUES. I SUBMITTED A LETTER THAT 2

ENCOMPASSES ALL OF THE CONCERNS THAT THE CPO HAS RAISED OVER 3

THE YEARS. I WANTED YOU TO MAKE SURE THAT YOU HAD THAT AS 4

BACKGROUND INFORMATION FOR YOUR DECISION TODAY. TODAY, THOUGH, 5

MY INPUT IS FOCUSED ON PROVIDING YOU WITH THE REASONS WHY THE 6

FOOTPRINT AND THE PROJECT THAT WE'VE IDENTIFIED HERE IS 7

DIFFERENT THAN AND BETTER THAN WHAT HAS BEEN PROPOSED BY THE 8

DEVELOPER WITH THEIR 66-LOT SUBDIVISION. AND, WITH THAT, THE 9

BOTTOM LINE IS, WE BELIEVE THAT WE CAN MAKE THIS FOOTPRINT 10

WORK, BE CONSISTENT WITH THE NORTH AREA PLAN, BE CONSISTENT 11

AND COMPATIBLE WITH THE SURROUNDING RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 12

THAT'S ALREADY WITHIN THIS AREA. AND, FROM THE OUTSET, I WANT 13

TO SAY THAT THIS CONCEPT, TRYING TO FIND SOMETHING THE 14

DEVELOPER COULD PROCEED WITH, HAS BEEN A KEY CONCEPT AS I'VE 15

ADVISED MY TEAM, MY PEOPLE THAT I'VE WORKED WITH. WE DON'T 16

WANT TO STOP DEVELOPMENT. WE RECOGNIZE THAT THERE'S A 17

REASONABLE DEVELOPMENT THAT CAN BE DONE BUT THE CRUX TO THE 18

ISSUE IS: CAN SOMETHING BE BUILT AND MEET THE NORTH AREA PLAN 19

AND MEET THE COMMUNITY'S OBJECTIVES? THE PROJECT IN FRONT OF 20

THE BOARD TODAY IS NOT CONSISTENT WITH EITHER THE PLAN OR WITH 21

THE COMMUNITY AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD. WHY? THE BASIC TENET OF 22

THE NORTH AREA PLAN, THIS IS SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS NORTH AREA 23

PLAN, IS: LET THE LAND DICTATE THE FORM OF DEVELOPMENT. 24

TRIANGLE RANCH PROJECT DOES NOT ADAPT TO THE LAND. IT DICTATES 25

BSPH-7

BSPH-8



March 27, 2007

138

THE LANDSCAPE. IT IMPOSES A TRADITIONAL SUBDIVISION SCHEME ON 1

A RELUCTANT LANDSCAPE. AND, BY THE TERM RELUCTANT, WHAT I 2

MEAN, YOU HAVE TO WORK HARD TO CONVERT IT TO BE ABLE TO 3

SUPPORT THE MORE INTENSIVE SUBDIVISION-TYPE USES. WHAT ARE THE 4

SPECIFIC COMPONENTS? THERE'S MASS GRADING. THERE'S SLOPES THAT 5

ARE OVER 30 FEET TALL AND THERE'S MAJOR RETAINING WALLS THAT 6

HAVE TO BE INSTALLED TO BE ABLE BUILD THIS PROJECT. SECOND, 7

THERE'S VISUAL INTRUSION INTO AN AREA THAT IS, AT THIS STAGE, 8

TOTALLY OPEN. WE HAVE COVERING OF LOWER SLOPES WITH 9

DEVELOPMENT WITH, AT LADY FACE MOUNTAIN, WHICH IS ONE OF THE 10

MAJOR FOCAL POINTS OF THE LOCAL TOPOGRAPHY. THERE'S AN 11

INTRUSION INTO A MAJOR LOCAL S.E.A. WITH ENVIRONMENTAL 12

RESOURCES. AND LET ME CORRECT SOMETHING THAT I THINK THAT WAS 13

STATED BY THE INDIVIDUAL THAT SPOKE ON BEHALF OF THE PROJECT. 14

THE TERM "HABITAT" THAT'S USED IN THE POLICIES IN THE NORTH 15

AREA PLAN DOES NOT REFER TO QUOTE/UNQUOTE "CRITICAL HABITAT" 16

AS FORMALLY DEFINED BY THE FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. IT 17

REFERS TO HABITAT THAT SUPPORTS THE INDIVIDUAL SPECIES. AND, 18

IN THIS CASE, WE DEFINITELY DO HAVE HABITAT THAT SUPPORTS THE 19

SPECIES AND THAT'S WHY YOUR REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 20

FOLLOWED THE POLICY OF PROHIBITING DEVELOPMENT. MOVING 21

FORWARD, THERE'S AN INTRUSION INTO THE S.E.A., AS I SAID. 22

THERE'S AN INTENTIONAL DESTRUCTION OF LISTED PLANTS. BY 23

INTENTIONAL, WHAT I MEAN IS THAT THERE ARE DEVELOPED LOTS THAT 24

ARE IN THESE AREAS. THERE'S ENCROACHMENT INTO A WILDLIFE 25
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CORRIDOR. AND THEN THERE'S CRITICAL RIPARIAN HABITAT. FINALLY, 1

THERE'S CUMULATIVE DEGRADATION OF WATER QUALITY, IN AN ALREADY 2

DEGRADED WATER BODY, WHICH IS MEDEA CREEK, WHICH CONNECTS TO 3

MALIBU CREEK AND THEN TO THE OCEAN. FOR THESE REASONS, CPO HAS 4

REJECTED THE TRIANGLE RANCH PLAN BEFORE YOU AND COME UP WITH 5

THE PLAN THAT WE'VE SHOWN HERE. WITH THE SUPPORT OF THE SANTA 6

MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY, CPO HAS, ON ITS OWN, PREPARED AN 7

ALTERNATIVE DESIGN THAT WE CAN SUPPORT. RIGHT NOW, WE BELIEVE 8

IT CAN SUPPORT 50 UNITS. IF THE DEVELOPER COMES BACK AND STAYS 9

IN THE FOOTPRINTS AND CAN DEVELOP MORE, WE CAN SUPPORT THAT. 10

THIS IS OUR CONCESSION OR OUR COMPROMISED POSITION. EVEN WITH 11

THIS PLAN, CPO IS COMPROMISING AND TREADING VERY CLOSE TO 12

MAINTAINING THE NORTH AREA PLAN POLICIES. HOWEVER, THE PLAN 13

THAT WE'VE PRESENTED TO YOU OVER HERE REPRESENTS-- IT 14

MINIMIZES GRADING WITHIN THE MOST VISUALLY SENSITIVE EXPOSED 15

PORTION OF THE PROJECT AND THAT'S ALONG CORNELL AVENUE OVER ON 16

THE FAR EASTERN PORTION OF THE MAP THAT'S BEEN SHOWN TO YOU. 17

IT REDUCES THE ENCROACHMENT ON THE WILDLIFE CORRIDOR. IT 18

PROVIDES ROOM TO BE ABLE TO INSTALL APPROPRIATE MITIGATION IN 19

TERMS OF WATER QUALITY SITES. IT MINIMIZES THE INTRUSION INTO 20

THE S.E.A. AND IT MINIMIZES THE LOSS OF LISTED PLANTS. GIVEN 21

ALL THESE COMPONENTS, WHERE DO WE COMPROMISE? WE ACCEPT, IN 22

ONE PORTION OF THIS PROJECT, A TRADITIONAL SUBDIVISION AT THE 23

BASE OF LADY FACE MOUNTAIN. WE AGREE THAT IT'S THE MOST 24

DISTURBED AT THIS POINT IN TIME. IT'S THE REASONABLE PLACE TO 25

BPSH-12

BPSH-10

BPSH-11



March 27, 2007

140

LOCATE THE MAJORITY OF THE UNITS. WE ACCEPT THE GRADING OF 1

THIS AREA, THE MASS GRADING THAT HAS TO OCCUR AND THE VISUAL 2

EFFECTS THAT WILL OCCUR. HOWEVER, WE BELIEVE IT STRIKES A 3

CORRECT BALANCE BETWEEN THE RIGHTS OF THE DEVELOPER BEING 4

CONSISTENT WITH THE NORTH AREA PLAN, AND THE COMMUNITY AND THE 5

NEIGHBORHOOD THAT SURROUNDS THIS AREA. I'D LIKE TO BROACH ONE 6

FINAL ITEM BECAUSE WE TALKED WITH SUPERVISOR YAROSLAVSKY'S 7

STAFF ABOUT THIS. WE'RE NOT SURE A CONDITION HAS BEEN ADDED 8

BUT WE WOULD LIKE TO MAKE SURE THAT, IF THE DEVELOPER IS 9

AUTHORIZED TO PROCEED, THAT THERE'S A BONDING CONDITION WHICH 10

SAYS THAT, IF THEY DISTURB THE LANDSCAPE, THEY HAVE TO BOND 11

FOR IT SO THAT, IF THEY REFUSE OR CANNOT IN THE FUTURE REPAIR 12

IT, THAT THE COUNTY CAN PULL THE BOND AND GO BACK AND RESTORE 13

THAT HABITAT THAT WOULD BE DISTURBED. THANK YOU VERY MUCH.14

15

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  I'D LIKE TO-- IF YOU CAN HOLD 16

THEIR TIME FOR A SECOND. I JUST WANT TO UNDERSTAND ONE POINT. 17

THE ONE AREA AMONG OTHERS THAT I WANT TO FOCUS ON IS THE 18

CANAAN ROAD ON THE-- WHAT WOULD THAT BE, THE WEST SIDE?19

20

TOM DODSON:  THAT WOULD BE THE WEST SIDE.21

22

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  WEST SIDE OF CANAAN ROAD?23

24

TOM DODSON:  YES, SIR.25
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1

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  NO. DOWN BELOW, WHERE YOU'VE AWAY-2

- THERE WERE A DOZEN HOMES OR SO ALONG THE ROAD, YOU'VE TAKEN 3

THEM ALL OUT?4

5

TOM DODSON:  YES, SIR, WE HAVE. IN OUR DESIGN.6

7

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  IN YOUR DESIGN. BUT LET ME JUST 8

SAY, I THINK YOUR DESIGN AND YOUR EFFORT IS CONSTRUCTIVE AND 9

IT'S SOMETHING WE'RE GOING TO TAKE SERIOUSLY. SO LET ME JUST 10

SAY THAT FROM THE OUTSET. BUT I WANT TO UNDERSTAND, ON THIS 11

PIECE OF IT, WHAT WAS THE REASON YOU TOOK ALL 12 OUT? WAS 12

THERE A RESOURCE ISSUE? WAS IT A VISUAL ISSUE? WHAT WAS IT?13

14

TOM DODSON:  THERE'S ALL TREE. REQUIRES A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF 15

MASS GRADING. IT HAS, WE BELIEVE, SEVERE TRAFFIC PROBLEMS, 16

WHICH ARE A SEPARATE ISSUE THAT WE'VE IDENTIFIED IN OUR 17

COMMENTS. THIRD, IT IS HIGHLY VISUAL, AS YOU'VE INDICATED.18

19

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  BECAUSE OF WHAT?20

21

TOM DODSON:  BECAUSE IT'S GOING TO BE DIRECTLY ADJACENT TO 22

CANAAN ROAD.23

24
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SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  IS IT BECAUSE OF THE RETAINING 1

WALL PRIMARILY?2

3

TOM DODSON:  IT'S THAT BUT IT'S ALSO BECAUSE THE HOMES NOW WILL 4

INTRUDE DIRECTLY INTO THE VISUAL-- AS YOU'RE DRIVING DOWN 5

CANAAN, ESPECIALLY IF YOU'RE HEADING TO THE SOUTH, TO MALIBU, 6

WHAT YOU'RE GOING TO SEE ON YOUR RIGHT HAND SIDE IS A WHOLE 7

NEW SET OF HOMES AND STRUCTURES.8

9

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  WELL, YOU'LL SEE IT ON THE 10

SUBDIVISION PART, TOO?11

12

TOM DODSON:  ACTUALLY, IF YOU LOOK IN HERE, YOU CAN SET THAT 13

BACK AND YOU CAN HIDE IT PRETTY WELL OVER THE YEARS WITH 14

LANDSCAPING. AND, AS I INDICATED, THAT WAS OUR COMPROMISE WAS 15

TO SACRIFICE THIS AREA, ELIMINATE THE AREA TO THE SOUTH, 16

MINIMIZE THE INTRUSION ON THE OTHER TWO AREAS TO ACHIEVE WHAT 17

WE THINK IS AGAIN A CONSISTENT PLAN WITH THE NORTH AREA PLAN, 18

THE CONSISTENT PROJECT WITH THE NORTH AREA PLAN.19

20

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: I UNDERSTAND BUT YOU'RE 21

SACRIFICING WITH SOMEBODY ELSE'S PERCEIVED VALUE.22

23

TOM DODSON:  ABSOLUTELY.24

25
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SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  SO IT'S VERY EASY BUT I'M JUST 1

TRYING TO UNDERSTAND. THERE ARE THREE AREAS WHERE YOU HAVE 2

MADE A REDUCTION IN SCOPE. ONE IS ON CANAAN, ONE IS I BELIEVE 3

BY MEDEA CREEK AND ONE IS NEAR THE FIRE STATION.4

5

TOM DODSON:  ACTUALLY, THE NUMBER OF UNITS THAT WOULD BE 6

AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT AT CANAAN WOULD REMAIN APPROXIMATELY 7

THE SAME ON THE WEST SIDE. WE'RE SACRIFICING THAT AREA.8

9

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  YOU'RE PACKING THEM INTO THIS...10

11

TOM DODSON:  YES, SIR, WE ARE.12

13

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  YEAH. ALL RIGHT. THANKS.14

15

TOM DODSON:  YOU'RE VERY WELCOME AND THANKS AGAIN...16

17

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: I APPRECIATE, MR. DODSON, I 18

APPRECIATE YOUR EFFORT ON THIS. ALL RIGHT. WE'LL GO BACK TO 19

THE CARDS HERE. PAUL CULBERG? PAUL, HANG ON A SECOND. LEAH 20

CULBERG AND NICK NOXON, COME ON DOWN. PAUL?21

22

PAUL CULBERG:  ALL RIGHT, PAUL CULBERG. I AM VICE-PRESIDENT OF 23

THE TRIUMPHAL LOBO ASSOCIATION. I AM SPEAKING FOR CHRIS WILIG, 24

WHO IS A MASTER OF SCIENCE IN HORTICULTURE AND THE PRESIDENT 25
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OF OUR ASSOCIATION. AND I'LL READ HIS WORDS AND BEAR WITH ME. 1

THIS IS PROBABLY THE FIRST TIME I'M NOT READING MY OWN WORDS 2

HERE. "TRIANGLE RANCH IS AN EVOLUTIONARY FOCAL POINT. IT'S 3

ALREADY RECOGNIZED BY L.A. COUNTY AS AN AREA OF EXTRAORDINARY 4

BIOLOGICAL INTEREST, SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL AREA NUMBER 6 SEA 5

HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED. THIS PROJECT THREATENS HABITAT FOR 25 6

PLANTS OF INTEREST, INCLUDING SEVERAL FEDERALLY LISTED 7

SPECIES. INCLUDED IN THE SEA IN THE SUBJECT PROPERTY ARE 8

LYON'S PENTACHAETA, PENTACHAETA LYONII THE SANTA MONICA 9

MOUNTAINS DUDLEYA, AGOURAFORM, DUDLEA CYMOSA, OVATIFOLIA-- 10

BOY, IT'S A HARD TIME LEARNING THAT ONE, STAND OUT AS 11

CRITICALLY IMPORTANT FROM A CONSERVATION AND EVOLUTIONARY 12

STANDPOINT. THE SITE IS LOCATED IN ECHO TONE BETWEEN MORE 13

INTERIOR CLIMATES THAN THOSE OF MARINE INFLUENCES. RELECTUAL 14

POPULATIONS, THAT RELATES TO RELICS, I HAD TO LEARN THAT 15

MYSELF, OF MANY INTERIOR PLANTS IN THE SEA PROVED TO BE 16

CRITICAL NATURE OF THE TRIANGLE RANCH HABIT FOR THESE SPECIES. 17

CONTRARY TO MR. WESTON'S INTERPRETATION, THE LYON'S 18

PENTACHAETA IS THE SIGNATURE PLANT FOR THE SANTA MONICA 19

MOUNTAINS EPHEMERAL GRASS LANDS. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS 20

PROBABLY THE CENTER OF THE RADIATION FOR LYON'S PENTACHAETA, 21

INCLUDING SOME OF THE LARGEST POPULATIONS EXTENT. IT MAY HAVE 22

EVOLVED IN THE GRASSY OPENINGS AMONGST CHAPARRAL, ALONG WHAT 23

IS NOW CORNELL ROAD. DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPERTY MUST PROVIDE 24

A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR PRESERVING THE HABITAT FOR THIS 25
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DIFFICULT TO GROW ANNUAL. THE STEEP, NORTH-FACING VOLCANIC 1

OUTCROPS, SANTA MONICA'S DUDLEYA, DUDLEA CYMOSA OVATIFOLIA 2

THRIVES. THIS SUBSPECIES IS PART OF AN EXTREMELY INTERESTING 3

COMPLEX OF NATIVE SUCCULENTS THAT PROBABLY HAS BEEN RAPIDLY 4

EVOLVING IN THIS FIRE-PRONE AREA. SINCE THIS AND OTHER RELATED 5

SUBSPECIES AND SPECIES ARE GROWING IN CLOSE PROXIMITY, IT IS 6

LIKELY THE CENTER OF EVOLUTIONARY RADIATION FOR THE GENUS. AN 7

ATTEMPTED EXTIRPATION BY THE APPLICANT OR ITS AGENTS HAS 8

REDUCED BOTH THE PENTACHAETA AND THE DUDLEYA POPULATIONS 9

ALREADY WITHIN THE TRIANGLE RANCH?SITE, BY PLACING A HORSE 10

CORRAL IN SENSITIVE AREA FOR THE PENTACHAETA AND PRYING RARE 11

DUDLEYAS FROM THEIR ROCK NICHES, THE DEVELOPER ATTEMPTED TO 12

RID THEMSELVES OF A PESKY RESPONSIBILITY TO THE NATURAL WORLD. 13

BECAUSE OF THE DEVELOPER'S ACTION, THE SPECIES' RARITY AND 14

NEAR IMPOSSIBILITY TO CULTIVATE IN THEIR NATIVE ENVIRONMENT 15

PRESERVATION DEMANDS A HIGHER LEVEL OF DEVELOPER ACTIONS TO 16

PROTECT THESE PLANTS." THANK YOU.17

18

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU, PAUL. ROBERT BARON. 19

YES, WE'LL GET IT. MR. BARON.20

21

ROBERT BARON:  GOOD AFTERNOON. MY NAME IS ROBERT BARON. I'D 22

LIKE TO READ THIS TO YOU. THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS ARE A 23

PREVIOUS RESOURCE, NOT ONLY TO THOSE OF US WHO LIVE WITHIN THE 24

MOUNTAINS BUT TO RESIDENTS OF THE ENTIRE COUNTY. LOCAL 25
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RESIDENTS HAVE WORKED TIRELESSLY TO SEE THAT THIS UNIQUE 1

HABITAT IS PROTECTED. WE FOUGHT FOR THE ADOPTION OF THE NORTH 2

AREA PLAN. THE VISION OF THE NORTH AREA PLAN LET THE LAND 3

DICTATE THE TYPE AND INTENSITY OF ITS USE FINALLY BECAME A 4

REALITY WITH THE PASSING OF THE GRADING AND RIDGELINE 5

ORDINANCE. THE CORNELL PRESERVATION ORGANIZATION FOUGHT 6

TIRELESSLY TO SEE THIS ORDINANCE PASS. WE COLLECTED HUNDREDS 7

OF SIGNATURES, ORGANIZED MULTIPLE TRIPS TO TESTIFY BEFORE 8

COUNTY OFFICIALS AND ORGANIZED LETTER WRITING CAMPAIGNS. WE 9

DID NOT GIVE UP WHEN FACED BY DEEP POCKET DEVELOPMENT 10

OPPOSITION. WE BELIEVE THAT THE PASSING OF THIS ORDINANCE 11

WOULD PUT AN END TO THE SORT OF LARGE SCALE GRADING PROJECTS 12

THAT HAVE SCARRED THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS IN THE PAST. THE 13

APPLICANT IS ASKING FOR PERMISSION TO CUT AND FILL CLOSE TO 1 14

MILLION CUBIC YARDS OF EARTH FOR JUST 66 HOMES. THIS BREAKS 15

DOWN TO OVER 12,000 CUBIC YARDS OF CUT AND FILL PER PROPOSED 16

RESIDENTS. THIS IS OVER 2-1/2 TIMES THE GRADING AND RIDGELINE 17

ORDINANCE LIMIT. THE AMOUNT OF GRADING PROPOSED FOR THIS PLAN 18

IN NO WAY LETS THE LAND DICTATE THE TYPE OF INTENSITY OF ITS 19

USE. INSTEAD, IF APPROVED, THIS DEVELOPER WILL TAKE US BACK TO 20

THE MASSIVE GRADING AND SCARRING OF OUR BELOVED SANTA MONICA 21

MOUNTAINS. THANK YOU.22

23
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SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU. LEAH CULBERG. AND 1

BEFORE YOU GO, LET ME CALL MICHAEL HART AND MURRAY SUMMER. 2

MISS CULBERG?3

4

LEAH CULBERG:  OKAY. HONORABLE SUPERVISORS. TRIANGLE RANCH IS 5

CRITICAL HABITAT FOR SEVERAL DIFFERENT MOUNTAIN ARTERIES. 6

MEDEA CREEK TRAVERSES THE TRIANGLE FROM ITS NORTHERN TIP SOUTH 7

THROUGH ITS BASE. WILDLIFE TRAILS CRISSCROSS THE TRIANGLE 8

FARING ANIMALS FROM CHESEBORO AND THE ABRAMS PROPERTIES OVER 9

TO LADY FACE AND DOWN TO THE CREEK FOR WATER. HUMANS FOLLOW 10

THE TRAILS ON HORSEBACK, BICYCLE AND FOOT, ENJOYING THE BIRD 11

LIFE, BUTTERFLIES AND WILDFLOWERS THAT ABOUND ON TRIANGLE 12

RANCH. MEDEA CREEK IS A RICH RIPARIAN WHOSE STREAM RUNS YEAR 13

ROUND, PROVIDING SUSTENANCE TO MANY SPECIES. WE HAVE 14

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED A STUDY TO ASCERTAIN THE EXISTENCE OF THE 15

SOUTHWESTERN POND TURTLE, BUT NEITHER FISH AND GAME NOR THE 16

DEVELOPER HAS EVER TRIGGERED THIS STUDY. THERE IS ALSO THE 17

POTENTIAL FOR THE RED LEGGED FROG. BUT SADLY, TOO, THIS 18

SPECIES HAS NEVER BEEN ADEQUATELY STUDIED. WILLOWS LINE THE 19

CREEK AND PROVIDE HABITAT FOR SEVERAL SPECIES OF BIRDS, 20

INCLUDING LEASE BELLS VIREO AND SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLY 21

CATCHER, BOTH FEDERALLY ENDANGERED. THE DEVELOPMENT, AS IT IS 22

PRESENTLY CONCEIVED, WILL DESTROY THIS DIVERSE RIPARIAN 23

HABITAT THROUGH FUEL MODIFICATION PRACTICES WHICH REQUIRE 24

BRUSH CLEARANCE TO EXTEND 200 FEET FROM ANY HOME. THE SIZE OF 25
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THE DEVELOPMENT ALONG MEDEA CREEK MUST BE MAINTAINED SO AS TO 1

PRESERVE THE INTEGRITY OF THE NATURAL CREEK SIDE COMMUNITY. 2

LARGE MAMMALS, INCLUDING MOUNTAIN LION, BOBCAT, COYOTE AND 3

BADGER FOLLOW THE TRAILS TO THE CREEK TO GET WATER AFTER 4

CROSSING THE FREEWAY TO EXTEND THEIR TERRITORIES INTO NEARBY 5

PARAMOUNT RANCH, MALIBU CREEK STATE PARK OR ACROSS LADY FACE. 6

TRIANGLE RANCH PROVIDES CRITICAL LINKAGE IN THE WILDLIFE 7

CORRIDOR, SUPPORTING ESSENTIAL GENETIC DIVERSITY WITHIN THE 8

GENE POOLS. SOME WILDLIFE CORRIDORS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED IN 9

THE EIR BUT NOT ALL OF THEM HAVE BEEN PRESERVED NOR THEIR 10

INTEGRITY RESPECTED IN THE LATEST ITERATION OF THE 11

SUBDIVISION. WILDLIFE CORRIDORS CANNOT BE VIABLE IF THEIR 12

BORDERS ARE ENCROACHED UPON. ANIMALS NEED SEPARATION FROM 13

HUMAN ACTIVITY TO CONTINUE TO LIVE AND REPRODUCE. IF ANY 14

DEVELOPMENT IS APPROVED, INTERFERENCE WITH WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 15

MUST NOT BE PERMITTED. A SECTION OF THE ZOOMER RIDGE, AKA, 16

SEEMY TO THE SEED TRAIL, RUNS THROUGH TRIANGLE RANCH. THIS IS 17

THE LONGEST NORTH/SOUTH TRAIL IN THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS, 18

EXTENDING ABOUT 14 MILES. THE PROJECTED ALIGNMENT ALONG MEDEA 19

CREEK IS NO LONGER POSSIBLE BECAUSE OF HUMAN INTERFERENCE 20

SOUTH OF TRIANGLE RANCH. CORNELL PRESERVATION ORGANIZATION HAS 21

PROPOSED A NEW ALIGNMENT OF THE TRAIL, LINKING THE FUTURE 22

AGOURA HILLS EQUESTRIAN CENTER WITH PARAMOUNT RANCH. THIS 23

ALIGNMENT IS SUPERIOR TO ALL PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED TRAILS 24

BECAUSE IT WOULD AVOID GOING THROUGH LYON'S PENTACHAETA OR 25
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ALONG MEDEA CREEK AND ALLOW PEOPLE TO MAKE THIS CONNECTION 1

WITHOUT CLIMBING THE STEEP HILL TO THE EAST. CPO REQUESTS THAT 2

ANY APPROVAL OF A DEVELOPMENT ON THIS PROPERTY BE CONTINGENT 3

UPON DEDICATION OF THIS TRAIL ALIGNMENT. THE CONVERGENCE OF 4

THESE MANY ARTERIES AT TRIANGLE RANCH MAKES PRESERVATION OF 5

THIS BIOLOGICALLY CRITICAL SITE ESSENTIAL FOR PRESERVING NOT 6

JUST THE SINGLE ECOTONE BUT FOR THE PRESERVATION OF THE ENTIRE 7

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS' NATIONAL RECREATION AREA. THEREFORE, I 8

SUPPORT CPO'S ALTERNATIVE, THE ECOLOGICALLY SENSITIVE CHOICE.9

10

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU. MR. NOXON. BEFORE YOU 11

START, PENNY SUESS? ALL RIGHT? STOP THE CLOCK. OKAY. WELL, 12

ACTUALLY JUST, MR. NOXON, GO AHEAD.13

14

NICK NOXON:  OKAY, MY NAME IS NICHOLAS NOXON. I'M GOING TO TRY 15

TO ABBREVIATE MY COMMENTS SO THAT I DON'T TAKE TOO MUCH TIME 16

FROM PEOPLE FOLLOWING ME SO I MAY NOT MAKE AS MUCH SENSE AS I 17

ORIGINALLY DID ON PAPER BUT I'M SURE YOU CAN FOLLOW ME. I'D 18

LIKE TO COMMENT ON THE VISUAL AND SCENIC QUALITIES OF THE 19

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. THE CONCLUSION-- THE ORIGINAL 20

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT WAS THAT THE SCENIC QUALITIES OF 21

THE AREA WOULD BE SERIOUSLY IMPACTED AND MITIGATION WAS NOT 22

POSSIBLE. THIS IS STILL VERY TRUE. TO CITE THE NORTH AREA 23

PLAN, THE GUIDING PRINCIPLE FOR MANAGING THE NATURAL 24

ENVIRONMENT IS THAT RESOURCE PROTECTION HAS PRIORITY OVER 25
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DEVELOPMENT. THE PLAN GOES ON TO IDENTIFY NATURAL HILLSIDES AS 1

A SIGNIFICANT BIOLOGICAL AND VISUAL RESOURCE AND TO 2

SPECIFICALLY IDENTIFY LADY FACE MOUNTAIN AS "ONE OF THE MOST 3

PROMINENT LAND FORMS IN THE AREA." IN THE MODEST LEXICON OF 4

THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS, LADY FACE IS HALF, THE FIRST TO 5

CATCH YOUR EYE AND THE SIGNATURE MOUNTAIN IN THE AREA. SO 6

RESOURCE PROTECTION HAS PRIORITY OVER DEVELOPMENT, IT'S VERY 7

CLEAR. THAT'S THE PLAN. BUT HERE'S THE PROPOSAL. RIGHT HERE ON 8

THE SLOPES OF LADY FACE, WE WILL HAVE NINE-TENTHS OF THE 9

PROPOSED TRIANGLE TRACT, 50 HOMES AND VERY SMALL LOTS, MANY 10

LITTLE BIGGER THAN A TENNIS COURT. NINE ARE ON LOTS THAT ARE 11

LESS THAN 1/4 OF AN ACRE, THE MAJORITY ARE ON LESS THAN HALF 12

AN ACRE. AND I HAVE TO PARENTHETICALLY SAY I'M TALKING ABOUT 13

THE 66-HOME PROPOSAL WHICH IS BEFORE YOU TODAY, NOT ABOUT SOME 14

BETTER PLANS WHICH I HARDLY RECOMMEND.15

16

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  ALTHOUGH THOSE LOTS ARE EVERY BIT 17

AS SMALL.18

19

NICK NOXON:  THAT'S PRETTY DENSE. PERSONALLY, I DON'T LIKE IT. 20

SO WHAT HAVE WE GOT AT THIS POINT? THE LACK OF A MASTER 21

LANDSCAPE PLAN GOES TO THE HEART OF THE VISUAL DEFICIENCIES OF 22

THIS PROJECT. THE COUNTY PLANNING STAFF CALLED THIS A MAJOR 23

FLAW IN THE ORIGINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT BUT THE 24

LANDSCAPE PLAN IT CALLED FOR HAS NEVER APPEARED AND THE LATEST 25
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WORD FROM THE DEVELOPER IS THAT WE WILL NOT CREATE THIS UNTIL 1

AFTER THE PROJECT HAS BEEN APPROVED, AS IF IT WAS A MINOR 2

DETAIL. DON'T TAKE OUR WORD FOR THIS. IT IS ALL SPELLED OUT IN 3

THE PLANNING COMMISSION'S STAFF REPORTS AND THE MINUTES OF THE 4

COMMISSION MEETINGS THAT HAVE BEEN GOING ON FOR YEARS AND 5

YEARS. WE ARE WELL AWARE THAT A LARGE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 6

ACCEPTABLE ON THE NORTH AREA PRESENTS A CHALLENGE TO CURRENT 7

STYLES OF DEVELOPMENT. THE RURAL CHARACTER OF THE AREA HAS 8

EVOLVED OVER A PERIOD OF TIME AND CAN ONLY BE PRESERVED BY A 9

DELIBERATE EFFORT TO AVOID MANY CURRENT DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES 10

AND DISCOVER NEW AND BETTER ONES. IT HAS OFTEN BEEN SAID THAT 11

THE DEVELOPER HAS THE RIGHT TO BUILD SOMETHING ON THIS 12

PROPERTY BUT IT IS EQUALLY CLEAR THAT A CONVENTIONAL HIGH 13

DENSITY SUBURBAN TRACT DOES NOT SATISFY THE NORTH AREA 14

REQUIREMENTS AND, TO DATE, WE HAVE NOT SEEN ANYTHING ELSE. 15

UNTIL SUCH A PLAN IS PRESENTED WITH DETAILED LANDSCAPE AND 16

GRADING PLANS, WE URGE THE SUPERVISORS TO DENY THIS APPEAL. IN 17

TERMS OF DENSITY IN THE AREAS WEST OF CANAAN, I CONTINUE TO 18

ENDORSE THE ORIGINAL ALTERNATIVE 4, WHICH IS THE CHOICE OF 19

PLANNING STAFF IN THE BEGINNING AND YOU HEARD AGAIN TODAY 20

REMAIN SO. THANK YOU.21

22

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU, MICHAEL HART.23

24
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MICHAEL HART:  GOOD AFTERNOON, SUPERVISORS. MY NAME IS MICHAEL 1

HART AND I LIVE AT MALIBU LAKE AND I REGULARLY PARTICIPATE IN 2

NORTH SANTA MONICA BAY WATERSHED ACTIVITIES AND MALIBU CREEK 3

STAKEHOLDER ACTIVITIES. I'M NOT HERE TO TRY AND STOP THE 4

PROPONENTS FROM DEVELOPING THEIR LAND. I'M ONLY HERE TO HELP 5

FIND A WIN/WIN SITUATION FOR ALL OF US. THE PROCESS TO GET 6

HERE, TO THIS STAGE HAS BEEN 10 YEARS ALREADY. YOU'VE HEARD 7

AND YOU WILL HEAR OR HAVE READ TESTIMONY THAT THE PROPONENTS' 8

PLAN, WHICH WAS REJECTED BY YOUR PLANNING COMMISSION, IS 9

LACKING IN MANY AREAS AND THAT THE PLAN SUGGESTED BY YOUR OWN 10

PLANNING COMMISSION WAS REJECTED BY THEM. TODAY, YOU WILL HEAR 11

OF A BETTER PLAN, THIS PLAN ON EITHER SIDE OF ME THAT I HOPE 12

YOU WILL ADOPT. AS A DOWNSTREAM STAKEHOLDER OF MALIBU LAKE, 13

WE'RE VERY CONCERNED ABOUT THE NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF THE 14

PROJECTS UPSTREAM OF US. WE CAN SUPPORT AND DOCUMENT A LONG 15

HISTORY OF DAMAGING EFFECTS TO US CAUSED BY UNREGULATED OR 16

POORLY REGULATED UPSTREAM DEVELOPMENT. WHATEVER YOU DECIDE, 17

PLEASE MAKE YOUR FINAL DECISION CONTINGENT UPON THE PROPONENT 18

MITIGATING SO AS TO ADHERE TO THE VARIOUS TMDLS FOR THE MALIBU 19

CREEK WATERSHED. MEDEA CREEK ALREADY EXCEEDS TMDL LEVELS AND 20

CANNOT STAND MORE STRESSORS ON IT. MITIGATION IS POSSIBLE AND 21

IT MUST BE A REQUIREMENT OF YOUR APPROVAL. ON MARCH 10TH, 22

MALIBU LAKE HAD ITS 85TH YEAR ANNIVERSARY, A HISTORICAL EVENT. 23

MR. YAROSLAVSKY, YOU WERE INVITED AND ATTENDED. WE APPRECIATE 24

YOUR ATTENDANCE AND, AS A GIFT TO THE REMAINDER OF YOU WHO 25
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WEREN'T IN ATTENDANCE, I WOULD LIKE TO PRESENT YOU WITH A DVD 1

OF THE EXPERIENCE AND OUR YEARBOOK, WHICH I'D LIKE TO GIVE YOU 2

AT THIS TIME. THANK YOU.3

4

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  IT'S A GOOD DVD. I HIGHLY 5

RECOMMEND IT. ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU. MURRAY SUMNER?6

7

MURRAY SUMNER:  MY NAME IS MURRAY SUMNER. I LIVE IN MALIBU LAKE 8

AS WELL. AND, IN THE INTEREST OF BREVITY AND TIME HERE, I'M 9

SUBMITTING A LETTER THAT WAS WRITTEN BY MR. MATT HORNS, WHO 10

HAS ABOUT 30 YEARS EXPERIENCE IN GEOLOGY WATER MANAGEMENT AND 11

HAS BEEN VERY ACTIVE IN THE MALIBU CREEK WATERSHED. I'D LIKE 12

TO SUBMIT THAT TO RECORD AND BASICALLY, IT JUST COMMENTS ON 13

EIR AND GEOLOGICAL AND SEDIMENT CONDITIONS.14

15

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANKS A LOT. IT WILL BE MADE PART 16

OF THE RECORD. PENNY, YOU'RE NEXT. ELIZABETH FRENCH? OKAY, 17

YOU'RE GOING TO TAKE IT. PENNY, GO AHEAD.18

19

PENNY SUESS:  MY NAME IS PENNY SUESS. I LIVE AT SEMINOLE 20

SPRINGS. I'M GOING TO ABBREVIATE MY COMMENTS BUT I HAVE A COPY 21

OF THEM FOR THE RECORD, WHICH I WOULD LIKE TO SUBMIT. I JUST 22

WANT TO BRING UP SOMETHING THAT NO ONE HAS REALLY MENTIONED AT 23

THIS POINT AND THAT IS THE IDEA OF GREEN OR SUSTAINABLE 24

DEVELOPMENT. GREEN DEVELOPMENT IS FAST BECOMING MAINSTREAM IN 25
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THE PLANNING WORLD, GIVEN DWINDLING NATURAL RESOURCES AND 1

INCREASED ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF CLIMATE CHANGE. THE CITY AND 2

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER AND 3

THE LOS ANGELES BOARD OF AIRPORT COMMISSIONERS ARE JUST A FEW 4

OF MANY LOCAL AGENCIES AND CITIES WHO HAVE ADOPTED THE 5

PRINCIPLES OF THE U.S. GREEN BUILDING COUNCIL AND ITS 6

LEADERSHIP IN ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN, LEED RATING 7

SYSTEM BUT WHAT RELEVANCE DOES THIS HAVE FOR TRIANGLE RANCH? 8

ABOVE ALL, SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT MEANS REDUCING THE IMPACT 9

OF HUMAN USES ON THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT. IT MEANS SITING 10

BUILDINGS TO BLEND IN WITH NATURAL TERRAIN AND NOT OBLITERATE 11

IT. IT MEANS BUILDING ONLY ON ALREADY DISTURBED LAND. IT MEANS 12

RESTORING DEGRADED AREAS AND PRESERVING AS MUCH PRISTINE LAND 13

AS POSSIBLE. NOW, THIS SOUNDS A LOT LIKE THE SANTA MONICA 14

MOUNTAINS' NORTH AREA PLAN, DOESN'T IT? IN FACT, MUCH THAT 15

COMES UNDER THE HEADING OF GREEN BUILDING IS NOT NEW BUT IS, 16

ACCORDING TO DEVELOPER JOHN KNOT OF CHARLESTON, SOUTH 17

CAROLINA, SIMPLY RETURN TO QUOTE "A CLIMATICALLY, 18

GEOGRAPHICALLY AND CULTURALLY APPROPRIATE WAY OF ARCHITECTURE 19

AND BUILDING IN COMBINATION WITH NEW TECHNOLOGIES." END QUOTE. 20

IS THIS GOING TO HAVE A NEGATIVE EFFECT ON THE BOTTOM LINE FOR 21

THE DEVELOPER? NOT ACCORDING TO THOSE WHO HAVE TRIED IT. IN 22

FACT, STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT POTENTIAL BUYERS ARE WILLING TO 23

PAY A PREMIUM FOR SENSITIVELY DEVELOPED HOMES AND COMMUNITIES 24

THAT OFFER A MEANINGFUL QUALITY OF LIFE. ON THE OTHER HAND, A 25
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LONG DRAWN OUT APPROVAL PROCESS WILL CERTAINLY BE COSTLY FOR 1

THE DEVELOPER AND FOR EVERYONE. I URGE THE BOARD OF 2

SUPERVISORS TO SUPPORT ITS OWN NORTH AREA PLAN, DENY TRIANGLE 3

RANCH PROJECT AS PROPOSED BY THE DEVELOPER AND SEND A CLEAR 4

MESSAGE THAT, IN THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS, IT REALLY ISN'T 5

SO DIFFICULT BEING GREEN AND IT COULD BE BOTH POPULAR AND 6

PROFITABLE. THANK YOU.7

8

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU. SHERI SOLADAR? OKAY. 9

ROBERT HOLMS? THAT'LL BE THE LAST ONE IN THIS GROUP.10

11

ROBERT HOLMS:  YES. HONORABLE SUPERVISORS, FIRST, I'M 12

SUBMITTING SEVERAL DOCUMENTS FOR THE RECORD. THIS IS A PRO 13

FORMA FOR THE CPO 50 LOT ALTERNATIVE WHICH SHOWS THAT THE 14

POTENTIAL PROFIT IS CLOSE TO $50 MILLION OR 130 PERCENT RETURN 15

ON THE INVESTMENT OF THE APPLICANT. BOTH THE CPO 50 LOT DESIGN 16

AND THE D-E.E.R. ALTERNATIVE 4 PROVIDE A ROBUST PROFIT FOR THE 17

PROPERTY OWNERS. I ALSO HAVE DOCUMENTS PREPARED BY LOCAL 18

REALTORS SUPPORTING A BALANCE BETWEEN THIS ENVIRONMENTALLY 19

SENSITIVE, BEAUTIFUL PROPERTY AND A PROFIT FOR THE PROPERTY 20

OWNERS. AND, IN CLOSING FOR THE CPO, WE OPPOSE THE PROJECT 21

BEFORE YOU TODAY. WE DO NOT OPPOSE THE DEVELOPMENT. WE BELIEVE 22

DEVELOPMENT IS FEASIBLE ON THE TRIANGLE RANCH PROPERTY AND THE 23

COMMUNITY IS WILLING TO ACCEPT THE PROJECT WE'VE PROPOSED 24

TODAY. WE BELIEVE YOU NEED TO REJECT THE 66 HOME PROJECT 25
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BEFORE YOU TODAY AND REQUIRE THE DEVELOPER COME BACK WITH A 1

DESIGN THAT CONFORMS TO THE COMMUNITY'S SUGGESTED PROJECT 2

DESIGN, WHICH IS FULLY SUPPORTED BY THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS 3

CONSERVANCY. IF THE DEVELOPER IS UNWILLING TO UPHOLD THE 4

PLANNING COMMISSION'S DECISION TO SUPPORT THE NORTH AREA PLAN 5

BY REDESIGN, PLEASE REJECT THE PROJECT AND DENY THE APPEAL 6

BEFORE YOU TODAY. WE WANT YOU TO SUPPORT THE NORTH AREA PLAN.7

8

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU. ALL RIGHT. NEXT, JOE 9

EDMISTON? MELANIE BECK? FRANK ANGEL AND STEVE HESS. TWO 10

MINUTES EACH. I'M SORRY? ALL RIGHT. WE'LL ACCEPT IT FOR THE 11

RECORD. DID YOU WANT TO BE HEARD? YOU WEREN'T PART OF THAT 12

OTHER GROUP, WERE YOU? YOU'RE CPO? OKAY. DO YOU WANT TO SUBMIT 13

THAT FOR THE RECORD?14

15

CHET YABITSU:  YES, I WANT TO SUBMIT THIS FOR THE RECORD. AND 16

FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF A REALTOR AND THE DISASTER RESPONSE 17

TEAM. WE HAVE A SERIOUS EVACUATION PROBLEM.18

19

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  OKAY. AND IDENTIFY YOURSELF FOR 20

THE RECORD.21

22

CHET YABITSU:  MY NAME IS CHET YABITSU. I'M FROM THE AGOURA 23

AREA.24

25
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SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  OKAY. THANK YOU, MR. YABITSU. ALL 1

RIGHT. JOE EDMISTON?2

3

JOE EDMISTON:  MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS, JOE EDMISTON, 4

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY. 5

MR. CHAIRMAN, I KNOW THAT YOU PERSONALLY DRIVE THE SANTA 6

MONICA MOUNTAINS VERY FREQUENTLY. I DON'T WANT YOU TO SEE A 7

300-FOOT RETAINING WALL 6 FEET TALL AS YOU ENTER INTO THE 8

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS' NATIONAL RECREATION AREA. AND THE 9

WHOLE POINT OF THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY'S 10

CONCERN HERE HAS TO DO WITH THAT VISUAL IMPACT THAT YOU'RE 11

GOING TO HAVE AND THE IMPACT ON SPECIMEN OAKS. AND, 12

UNDERSTANDING THE SENSITIVE NATURE OF THIS BEFORE I MADE THIS 13

TESTIMONY, I WENT OUT THERE, DROVE THE PROPERTY, WALKED THE 14

PROPERTY. YOU'VE GOT VERY SENSITIVE OAK TREES ON EITHER SIDE 15

AS YOU'RE GOING SOUTH INTO THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS ON 16

CANAAN ROAD FROM THE FREEWAY. AND THE CURRENT DEVELOPER, THESE 17

DENSE OAK TREES THAT YOU WOULD SEE ON EITHER SIDE OF CANAAN, 18

THE CURRENT DEVELOPMENT TAKES THOSE OAKS OUT. SOUTH OF THE 41 19

HOME AREA, YOU HAVE THAT 300-FOOT RETAINING WALL. IT IS TRUE 20

THAT, AS YOU SAID, CRAMMING THEM IN CREATES A DENSER SITUATION 21

IN THAT AREA BUT THE TRADEOFF IS PROTECTION OF VIEW SHED 22

VALUES. AND, FROM THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY'S 23

STANDPOINT, AND I BELIEVE THE COMMUNITY AGREES WITH THAT, THAT 24

IS THE PRINCIPAL OBJECTIVE THAT YOU OUGHT TO BE LOOKING FOR AS 25
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TO HOW TO ACHIEVE THOSE VIEW SHED VALUES. MR. CHAIRMAN, I'D BE 1

HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS. WE FULLY SUPPORT AND HAVE 2

ACTUALLY PAID FOR SOME OF THE ENGINEERING WORK ON THIS 3

ALTERNATIVE PLAN. WE HOPE YOU GIVE IT SERIOUS CONSIDERATION. 4

THANK YOU.5

6

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: I WANT TO ASK YOU THE SAME 7

QUESTION I ASKED MR. DODSON BEFORE. THE LIST, THE FLAG, I 8

DON'T WANT TO CALL IT FLAG LOT BUT THAT EXTENSION GOING 9

SOUTHERLY ON THE WEST SIDE OF CANAAN OF THE HOMES, I THINK 10

THERE ARE ABOUT A DOZEN HOMES THERE THAT NECESSITATED THE 11

RETAINING WALL, IS IT YOUR JUDGMENT THAT IT'S MORE THE 12

RETAINING WALL THAN THE HOMES? IF THE RETAINING WALL COULD BE 13

ELIMINATED SOMEHOW, EVEN IF IT REQUIRED, ESPECIALLY IF IT 14

REQUIRED, I SUPPOSE, A REDUCTION IN THE NUMBER OF HOMES THERE, 15

IT'S THE RETAINING WALL MORE THAN THE HOMES?16

17

JOE EDMISTON:  WHAT I'D LIKE TO SEE IS A COMPUTER SIMULATION OF 18

HOW THOSE HOMES WOULD THEN BE PUT IN. IF THEY'RE PUT FURTHER 19

BACK INTO THE MOUNTAINS, REQUIRING DOING FURTHER GRADING, THEN 20

THAT COULD BE A PROBLEM. SO WE'D HAVE TO TAKE A LOOK AT 21

EXACTLY HOW THAT WOULD BE...22

23

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: I UNDERSTAND. I UNDERSTAND BUT 24

IT'S NOT NECESSARILY THE NOTION OF A HOME OR THREE OR FIVE 25

BPSH-25



March 27, 2007

159

HOMES IF IT WERE DONE ON THAT STRETCH OF IT, IF IT WERE DONE 1

SENSITIVELY IN THE CONTEXT OF WHAT YOU AND MR. DODSON HAD 2

TESTIFIED TO EARLIER, IS THAT-- AND THAT'S A BIG IF BUT IF 3

IT'S DONE SENSITIVELY.4

5

JOE EDMISTON:  MR. CHAIRMAN, IT'S A GIANT IF.6

7

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  YEAH, YEAH. OKAY, THANK YOU. BUT 8

THE ANSWER IS YES IF YOU COULD DO IT? IS THAT WHAT YOU'RE 9

SAYING?10

11

JOE EDMISTON:  AND IF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT TESTIFIED UNDER 12

OATH.13

14

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  AND IF I COULD RUN A FOUR-MINUTE15

MILE. OKAY. ALL RIGHT. PUBLICLY OR PRIVATELY, JOE? [ LAUGHTER 16

] OKAY. MISS BECK?17

18

MELANIE BECK:  HELLO, MY NAME IS MELANIE BECK, I'M HERE 19

REPRESENTING NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS' 20

NATIONAL RECREATION AREA. AND THERE IS SUCH A FINE 21

PRESENTATION BY THE PREVIOUS APPLICANTS THAT I WON'T SEEK TO 22

REPEAT WHAT THEY DID CONCERNING THE SIGNS THAT THIS IS NOT AN 23

APPROPRIATE DEVELOPMENT FOR THE MOUNTAINS TO THEIR DESCRIPTION 24

OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES. I'LL JUST ADD A LITTLE BIT OF A 25
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PERSONAL NOTE, NOT PERSONAL NOTE, PERSONAL ON BEHALF OF THE 1

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE TO THAT. AND THAT'S A REMINDER THAT THIS 2

AREA IS THE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA. IT'S OF NATIONAL 3

SIGNIFICANCE. THIS PROPERTY IS ACTUALLY ADJACENT TO THE 4

RECREATION AREA BUT, ON OUR GENERAL FUTURE MANAGEMENT PLAN, WE 5

WOULD SEEK TO INCLUDE IT. IT HAS ALL THE PARK RESOURCES THAT 6

WE WOULD LIKE TO-- THAT WE FIND IN A NATIONAL RECREATION AREA. 7

THE ESTABLISHING LEGISLATION FOR THE PARK SERVICE SAYS, 8

"PROTECT AND PRESERVE IN PERPETUITY THE WILD LIFE THEREIN". 9

AND I JUST WANT TO POINT OUT THAT WILD LIFE IS SPELLED WITH 10

TWO WORDS, NOT ONE. SO WE'RE NOT JUST TALKING ABOUT WILDLIFE 11

BUT WE WANT TO EXPERIENCE THE WILD LIFE. AND SO IT'S NOT A 12

MATTER OF JUST SEEKING INDIVIDUAL SPECIES MANAGEMENT, LIKE 13

LOOKING AT WHETHER THIS IS GOING TO PLACE THE LYON'S 14

PENTACHAETA IN JEOPARDY OR NOT BUT IT'S THE WHOLE EXPERIENCE 15

OF THAT ECOSYSTEM. SECONDLY, IT'S FOR THE ENJOYMENT OF 16

EVERYONE. AND THAT REALLY INCLUDES A LOT OF VIEW SHED. SO ONE 17

OF THE ESSENCE, AN ESSENCE OF A VIEW SHED IS TO BE ABLE TO SEE 18

FROM CANAAN ROAD, FOR EXAMPLE, UP THE SWEEPING SLOPES TO THE 19

TOP OF LADY FACE. AND, WHEN YOU PUT A RETAINING WALL IN A 20

DEVELOPMENT IN BETWEEN THAT, YOU CUT OFF, YOU MAKE PEOPLE FEEL 21

REMOVED FROM THAT NATIONAL EXPERIENCE RATHER THAN ENTERING A 22

GATEWAY TO A NATIONAL RECREATION AREA. AND, FINALLY, THIS WAS 23

A FINE PROPOSAL. I HAD A LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS IN OUR LETTER 24

HERE, COMMENTS, BUT THAT PROPOSAL ON THERE BASICALLY 25
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ENCOMPASSES THEM AND WE WOULD LIKE TO SEE THAT THE D.E.R. BE 1

RECIRCULATED AND WE COULD OFFICIALLY COMMENT ON THAT PROPOSAL. 2

THANK YOU. I'D BE HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS.3

4

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: I DON'T THINK THERE ARE ANY 5

QUESTIONS. THANK YOU, MELANIE. STEVE HESS?6

7

STEVE HESS:  THANK YOU, HONORABLE SUPERVISORS, MY NAME IS STEVE 8

HESS, I LIVE ON WAGON ROAD. I'M GOING TO BE BRIEF BECAUSE 9

YOU'VE ALL HEARD A LOT OF TESTIMONY TODAY. I'D LIKE TO 10

RESTATE, HOWEVER, THAT THIS APPLICATION SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTS 11

PROTECTED RESOURCES AND THE SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL AREA NUMBER 12

6, WHICH THE COUNTY HAS WORKED SO HARD TO DEVELOP AND 13

MAINTAIN. MANY OF THE PEOPLE BEHIND ME HAVE ORGANIZED, THEY'RE 14

RAISING MONEY, THEY'RE SPENDING MONEY, THEY'RE DIAMETRICALLY 15

OPPOSED TO THIS PROJECT IN ITS CURRENT FORM. WE, ALL OF US 16

HERE, PARTICIPATED IN THE PLANNING OF THE NORTH AREA PLAN AND 17

ARE COMMITTED TO UPHOLDING ITS POLICIES. I'M ASKING THAT YOU 18

FOLLOW THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE, THE POLICIES OF THE NORTH AREA 19

PLAN, THE LAW AND THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE PLANNING 20

COMMISSION AND DENY THE TRIANGLE RANCH APPLICATION AS IT 21

CURRENTLY STANDS. I'D LIKE TO SEE THE CEDE THE REMAINING 22

MINUTE TO MR. ANGEL.23

24

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU. MR. ANGEL?25
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1

FRANK P. ANGEL:  GOOD AFTERNOON, MR. CHAIRMAN, HONORABLE 2

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD. I'M HERE ON BEHALF OF THE CENTER FOR 3

BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY AND I'M VERY PROUD TO ANNOUNCE THAT THIS, 4

AS FAR AS I CAN RECOLLECT, IS THE VERY FIRST TIME THAT THE 5

CENTER HAS APPEARED IN A CASE THAT INVOLVES RESOURCE LOSS AND 6

DAMAGE IN THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS AND THE REASON IS VERY 7

CLEAR, BECAUSE OF FEDERALLY AND STATE-LISTED PROTECTED SPECIES 8

THAT ARE BEING REMOVED ENTIRELY AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED AS 9

A RESULT OF FUEL MODIFICATIONS. THE CENTER WILL HENCEFORWARD 10

VERY VIGOROUSLY DEFEND THESE LAWS AND ALSO DEFEND YOUR NORTH 11

AREA PLAN, SUPERVISOR YAROSLAVSKY, WHICH ADDS ADDITIONAL 12

PROTECTION ABOVE THE LINE OF THE FEDERAL AND THE STATE LAWS, A 13

FACT THAT WAS NOT BEING NOTED BY THE ATTORNEY FOR THE 14

DEVELOPER. AND, AS THE PLANNING COMMISSION MADE IT VERY CLEAR, 15

INTERPRETING THESE POLICIES, READING THESE POLICIES, YOU 16

CANNOT AFFORD LOSS OF ANY OF THESE SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES IN 17

THE S.E.A. THE SAME IS CLEAR WHEN YOU LOOK AT THE S.E.A. SO 18

THE INCONSISTENCIES WITH THE NORTH AREA PLAN AND WITH THE 19

GENERAL PLAN S.E.A. PROTECTION POLICIES THAT DEVELOPMENT CAN 20

ONLY BE PERMITTED IN AN S.E.A. IF IT IS HIGHLY COMPATIBLE, 21

HIGHLY COMPATIBLE WITH ITS PROTECTED RESOURCES. IF YOU LOOK AT 22

THAT, IT DOESN'T WORK. THIS PROJECT IS COMING TO YOU IN A 23

TOTALLY UN-APPROVABLE FORMAT. WE TOTALLY AGREE ALSO WITH THE 24

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE THAT A VERY IMPORTANT, SIGNIFICANT, NEW 25
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ALTERNATIVE HAS BEEN PRESENTED TO YOU THAT WOULD SIGNIFICANTLY 1

REDUCE THE PROJECT'S ADVERSE IMPACTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT. 2

THEREFORE, UNDER SEQUA GUIDELINES 15(0)88.5, RECIRCULATION OF 3

THE DRAFT EIR AND AT LEAST OF THE CHAPTER THAT DEALS WITH 4

ALTERNATIVES IS REQUIRED SO THAT YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN, AND THAT 5

ALL THE SUPERVISORS AND STAFF CAN REVIEW THAT ALTERNATIVE 6

BECAUSE THE CENTER, THE PUBLIC AGENCY'S ACCEPT THE SANTA 7

MONICA MOUNTAIN'S CONSERVANCY AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC, OTHER 8

THAN CPO, HAVE SEEN THIS ALTERNATIVE PRESENTED FOR THE FIRST 9

TIME. AND, IN FACT, WE WERE NOT ABLE TO EVEN FOLLOW IT SINCE 10

IT'S DIRECTED TO THE BOARD. BUT IT IS A VERY WORTHWHILE 11

ATTEMPT AT AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR PROJECT AND THEREFORE-- 12

AND REPRESENTS SIGNIFICANT NEW INFORMATION PRIOR TO THE 13

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR IS SUBSTANTIALLY DIFFERENT FROM THE 14

EIR ALTERNATIVES, ESPECIALLY WHEN IT COMES TO PROTECTION OF 15

VIEWS. AND THEREFORE...16

17

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  DOES YOUR CLIENT SUPPORT THE 18

ALTERNATIVE REPRESENTED TODAY?19

20

FRANK P. ANGEL:  PARDON ME?21

22

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  DOES YOUR CLIENT SUPPORT THE 23

ALTERNATIVE THAT'S BEEN PRESENTED TODAY?24

25
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FRANK P. ANGEL:  THE ALTERNATIVE, WELL, THAT'S EXACTLY-- THAT'S 1

A VERY GOOD QUESTION AND THAT'S EXACTLY THE POINT. WE ARE 2

INCLINED TO REVIEW IT IN GOOD FAITH JUST AS IT HAS BEEN 3

PRESENTED IN GOOD FAITH AND WE MIGHT VERY WELL SUPPORT IT. BUT 4

WE CAN'T-- I CAN'T, ON RECORD, SAY ANYTHING LIKE THAT NOW 5

BECAUSE IT HASN'T BEEN PART OF THE EIR OR THE ENVIRONMENTAL 6

DOCUMENTATION. IT HASN'T BEEN CIRCULATED, WHICH IS EXACTLY WHY 7

C.E.Q.A. REQUIRES RECIRCULATION WHEN SUCH SIGNIFICANT NEW 8

INFORMATION IS BEING PRESENTED. AND WE RESERVE JUDGMENT. AND 9

WE WILL LOOK AT IT IN VERY GOOD FAITH AS WE HAVE AT 10

ALTERNATIVE 4, AS HAS THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND HAS STAFF. 11

SO I THINK THE APPLICANT AND THE PUBLIC, STAFF...12

13

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANKS, FRANK. I THINK YOU 14

ANSWERED MY QUESTION.15

16

FRANK P. ANGEL:  ...AND THE COMMISSION ARE FAR APART SO WE URGE 17

YOU TO PROCEED IN THAT WAY OR, IF THE APPLICANT WANTS DENIAL 18

RIGHT AWAY, THEN-- WANTS TO PROCEED WITH THE PROJECT, IT 19

SHOULD BE DENIED. THANK YOU.20

21

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  I'M SURE HE APPRECIATES THAT PRO 22

BONO ADVICE. [ LAUGHTER ] ALL RIGHT. THANKS, FRANK, APPRECIATE 23

IT. JAMES WRIGLEY, CYRIL, I CAN'T READ THE HANDWRITING? 24

CIANFLONE. I'M DOING SOME REAL GOOD WORK WITH NAMES TODAY. 25
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CHESTER YABITSU, I THINK WE HEARD FROM ALREADY. JERE BERKLEY? 1

AND ERIN GRENOHL? YOU'RE WITH THE ANGEL FIRM. GO AHEAD. YOU 2

WERE NOT PART OF THE CPO PILE OF CARDS. SO, IF YOU WANT TO 3

SPEAK, YOU COULD SPEAK. YOU WANT TO COME ON UP? ALL RIGHT. MR. 4

WRIGLEY?5

6

JAMES WRIGLEY:  YES. MY NAME IS JAMES WRIGLEY AND I'M 7

REPRESENTING SAVE OPEN SPACE, SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS AND I 8

WISH TO READ A LETTER THAT WAS WRITTEN BY MARY WIESBROCK, 9

WHO'S THE CHAIR OF SAVE OPEN SPACE AND SHE GOES ON TO SAY, 10

"TRIANGLE RANCH ENCROACHES ON THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS, AN 11

ISLAND OF BIODIVERSITY AND A SEA OF URBANIZATION. THE PROPOSED 12

PROJECT THREATENS IMPERILED LOCAL PLANTS THAT ONLY EXIST IN 13

SMALL AREAS OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. FOR EXAMPLE, THE 14

DEVELOPMENT WOULD NEGATIVELY IMPACT NEARLY 2 ACRES OF THE 15

FEDERALLY ENDANGERED PLANT LYON'S PENTACHAETA AND NEARLY HALF 16

AN ACRE OF THE FEDERALLY THREATENED PLANNED SANTA MONICA 17

MOUNTAINS, DUDLEYA. THE PROJECT, AS IT STANDS NOW, WILL ALSO 18

REMOVE MORE THAN 21 OAK TREES, INCLUDING TWO HERITAGE OAKS AND 19

ENCROACH ON 11 OTHER OAKS. TRIANGLE RANCH WILL HAVE 20

DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS ON A NUMBER OF OTHER FRAGILE PLANT AND 21

ANIMAL SPECIES THAT CALL THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS HOME. THE 22

PROJECT WILL BREAK AN IMPORTANT WILDLIFE LINKAGE ALONG MEDEA 23

CREEK THAT BENEFITS THE MIGRATIONS OF LARGE MAMMALS LIKE 24

BOBCATS, MOUNTAIN LIONS AND DEER. TRIANGLE RANCH JEOPARDIZES 25
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SENSITIVE STREAMS AND WATER QUALITY IN SENSITIVE WATERWAYS. 1

THE PROJECT PROPOSES GRADING, HOME CONSTRUCTION AND 2

LANDSCAPING IN AN EXTREMELY CLOSE PROXIMITY TO MEDEA CREEK AND 3

TRIBUTARIES OF MALIBU CREEK. THESE CREEKS ARE ALREADY 4

FEDERALLY LISTED AS IMPAIRED AND TRIANGLE RANCH WOULD LIKELY 5

CAUSE FURTHER DEPOSITS OF NUTRIENTS, CHEMICALS AND DEBRIS INTO 6

THE DAMAGED WATERWAY. SINCERELY, MARY WIESBROCK" AND I'D LIKE 7

TO LEAVE THIS FOR THE RECORD.8

9

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  ALL RIGHT. WE'LL MAKE THAT PART OF 10

THE RECORD. THANK YOU, MR. WRIGLEY.11

12

JAMES WRIGLEY:  THANK YOU.13

14

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  MR. YABITSU?15

16

CHESTER YABITSU:  YES, MY NAME IS CHET YABITSU. I'M FROM 17

AGOURA. I'M A MEMBER OF THE LOCAL DISASTER RESPONSE TEAM. AND, 18

IN THIS CAPACITY, I'VE BECOME FAMILIAR WITH SOME OF THE LOCAL 19

SAFETY ISSUES. TODAY, I WILL ADDRESS THE TRAFFIC AND SAFETY 20

ISSUES OF THE TRIANGLE RANCH DEVELOPMENT, WHICH CONSISTS OF 21

THREE SEPARATE PARCELS ALONG CANAAN ROAD AND CORNELL. THE 22

BASIC PROBLEM IS INCREASING TRAFFIC ON CANAAN. ONE. THERE ARE 23

APPROXIMATELY 1,000 HOUSEHOLDS IN THE UNINCORPORATED VALLEY 24

SOUTH OF THE 101 FREEWAY. DURING THE EMERGENCY SUCH AS A 25
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WILDFIRE, WE HAVE ONLY TWO ACCESS ROADS TO THE FREEWAY AND 1

AGOURA HILLS. THESE TWO ROADS MERGE AT TRIANGLE RANCH SITE, 2

THUS HAVING A PINCHING EFFECT ON THE TRAFFIC. ON WEEKENDS, THE 3

TRAFFIC ON CANAAN IS NEARLY IMPOSSIBLE TO DEAL WITH. WE HAVE A 4

SERIOUS EVACUATION PROBLEM AS IT IS SO PLEASE DO NOT ADD TO 5

THE HIGH TRAFFIC ISSUE BY INCREASING TRAFFIC WITH A LARGE 6

DEVELOPMENT AT THIS POINT ON CANAAN ROAD. THIS ISSUE HAS NOT 7

BEEN TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION NOR MITIGATED BY THE DEVELOPER. 8

I CAN ONLY CONCLUDE THAT THIS SITE MAY NOT BE SUITABLE FOR 9

SUCH A LARGE DEVELOPMENT. THE DEVELOPER'S EIR DID NOT INCLUDE 10

THE CONSIDERATION FOR THE INCREASED TRAFFIC IMPACT BY THE 11

AGOURA HILLS VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT. THE SPECIFIC PLAN FOR THE 12

VILLAGE WAS RECENTLY APPROVED AND INCLUDES A SMALL ONE-LANE 13

TRAFFIC CIRCLE, APPROXIMATELY 500 YARDS FROM THE TRIANGLE 14

RANCH, WHICH WILL PINCH THE TRAFFIC ON CANAAN. A SIGNIFICANT 15

IMPACT. NEITHER DID THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS INCLUDE THE 16

TRAFFIC IMPACT CAUSED BY TRIANGLE RANCH IN THEIR EIR. THAT IS, 17

NEITHER ADDRESSED THE ISSUE OF THE COMBINED IMPACT OF 18

INCREASED TRAFFIC IN THEIR RESPECTIVE EIRS. THERE IS CURRENTLY 19

ANOTHER PROBLEM ON CORNELL ROAD. IT IS WINDY AND HAS A LOT OF 20

VALLEYS AND IT'S FUN TO DRIVE. SO THERE'S A LOT OF SPEED 21

DRIVERS AND WE HAD TWO ACCIDENTS AND WE'RE STILL COUNTING, HAD 22

TWO FATALITIES. SO THE FAMILIES ALONG CORNELL ARE VERY 23

CONCERNED THAT-- SO MUCH SO THAT THEY ARE VERY FEARFUL OF 24
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TAKING THEIR CHILDREN AND ASKING THEM TO DO CHORES LIKE TAKING 1

OUT TRASH AND PICKING UP MAIL.2

3

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  OKAY. THANK YOU. IS CYRIL 4

CIANFLONE HERE? NOT HERE. JERE BERKELEY? ERIN GRENOHL? IS 5

THERE AN ERIN GRENOHL HERE? NO. BLYTHE ARVIV? BLYTHE? HAVE A 6

SEAT. IS BLYTHE ARVIV HERE? DR. SERENA FRIEDMAN? YOU'RE HERE. 7

ALL RIGHT, THESE ARE OUR LAST TWO. IDENTIFY YOURSELVES, 8

PLEASE.9

10

JERE BERKLEY:  HI, MY NAME IS JERE BERKLEY, MR. CHAIRMAN, 11

HONORABLE SUPERVISORS AND I LIVE IN THE CORNELL AREA. I'D LIKE 12

TO TALK ABOUT THE LYON'S PENTACHAETA. THE APPLICANTS, IN 1998, 13

HAD A BIOTA REPORT COMMISSIONED. IT MADE THEM AWARE OF THE 14

STANDS OF THESE ENDANGERED PLANS PLANTS IN THE AREA OFF OF 15

CORNELL ROAD. THERE'S A VERY IMPORTANT KNOLL IN THIS AREA THAT 16

HAD A WONDERFUL STAND OF THESE PLANTS. UNFORTUNATELY, THEY 17

WANTED TO SHAVE THIS KNOLL DOWN AND BUILD ON IT. SO WHAT DID 18

THEY DO? THEY BROUGHT IN HORSES AND CIRCUS ANIMALS AND STALLS 19

TO THIS KNOLL ABOUT THREE YEARS AGO, AND THE PLANTS WERE 20

TRAMPLED AND FINALLY DESTROYED. NOW I'M ASKING YOU, HOW ARE WE 21

GOING TO REWARD THIS LAWLESSNESS THAT THESE PEOPLE HAVE DONE? 22

I ACTUALLY THINK THIS WAS CRIMINAL. I'M SURPRISED THAT NOTHING 23

WAS DONE TO THEM BUT A SMACK ON THE HAND. THERE ARE PEOPLE IN 24

THIS COUNTRY THAT MAKE INVESTMENTS AND ARE NOT ABLE TO SEE THE 25
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END RESULT THAT THEY HAD HOPED FOR. IT HAPPENS EVERY DAY. 1

THESE PEOPLE INVOLVED WITH THE TRIANGLE RANCH HAVE INVESTED 2

MONEY, ATTEMPTED TO BUILD WHAT THEY WANT TO BUILD AND HAVE 3

REFUSED TO COMPROMISE. THE LOS ANGELES PLANNERS REFUSED THEM 4

BECAUSE THEY REFUSED TO WORK WITH ANYONE. AS A HOMEOWNER IN 5

THIS AREA, IT MAKES ME WONDER WHY THEY DID NOT COMPROMISE. I 6

HAVE TO BE CYNICAL HERE. COULD IT BE THAT THEY'VE BEEN TOLD BY 7

SOMEBODY, "DON'T WORRY, YOU'RE GOING TO GET WHAT YOU WANT WHEN 8

YOU GO TO THE SUPERVISORS"? BECAUSE HONESTLY THAT CAN BE THE 9

ONLY ANSWER, THAT THEY HAVE AN "IN" BECAUSE, TIME AFTER TIME, 10

THEY REFUSE TO CHANGE IN ALL THE TIMES WE WENT DOWN TO THE 11

PLANNING COMMISSION. WE'RE NOT STUPID. THERE IS NOT ONE PERSON 12

THAT LIVES SOUTH OF THE 101 FREEWAY IN AGOURA HILLS THAT MOVED 13

THERE SO THAT THAT COULD BE DEVELOPED. WE MOVE THERE BECAUSE 14

IT'S BEAUTIFUL AND IT'S RURAL. YOU OWE IT TO US TO MAINTAIN 15

THIS AREA IN THE WAY THAT WE, THE TAXPAYERS, WANT IT. WE DO 16

NOT WANT THIS AREA TO LOOK LIKE THE OVERDEVELOPED, UGLY CITY 17

OF CALABASAS. WHAT A TRAGEDY THAT THAT WAS ALLOWED. YOU'RE THE 18

PROTECTORS, THE STEWARDS OF THIS AREA. I ASK YOU TO DO YOUR 19

JOB AND NOT DISAPPOINT US.20

21

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU. MISS FRIEDMAN.22

23
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DR. SERENA FRIEDMAN:  YEAH, I'M SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF CORNELL 1

ROAD RANCHO'S HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION AND I HAD SOME TIMES 2

FROM CYRIL SO I'D LIKE TO ASK FOR A LITTLE EXTENSION.3

4

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  NO, THERE'S NO MORE EXTENSIONS, 5

I'M SORRY. YOU HAVE TWO MINUTES AND THAT'S IT.6

7

DR. SERENA FRIEDMAN:  AND I ALSO HAVE CYRIL'S TIME ADDED TO 8

MINE. THIS IS THE AREA PLAN FROM 1981. IN FACT, SUPERVISOR 9

ANTONOVICH PARTICIPATED IN IT. THE GOALS THAT WERE SET OUT, AS 10

YOU MUST BE AWARE, ARE TO PRESERVE THE CHARACTER AND SCENIC 11

VALUES OF THE MULHOLLAND HIGHWAY SCENIC CORRIDOR AS A SCENIC 12

AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCE AND, IN ADDITION, TO PRIORITIZE 13

PRESERVATION OF THE AREA AND ITS RURAL LIFESTYLE. THE ORIGINAL 14

AREA PLAN MANDATED THAT WE SET THESE GOALS ASIDE AND, IN FACT, 15

THE FORMATION OF THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS ADDITIONALLY 16

VALIDATED IT. WE NEVER INTENDED TO HAVE AN ENCINO OR A VAN 17

NUYS IN THE MIDDLE OF THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS. AS YOU KNOW, 18

THERE'S A SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGIC AREA WITH SPECIES AND ANIMALS, 19

THE ANIMALS THAT MY DAUGHTERS AND I SAW IN THE EARLY MORNING 20

HOURS WALKING ON CANAAN ROAD. MANY OF THEM ARE MENTIONED IN MY 21

DOCUMENTATION THAT I WILL SUBMIT. I WANT TO POINT OUT TO YOU 22

THAT THERE WAS A SCIENTIST, DR. HOWTENICK, WHO WORKS AS A 23

RESOURCE PERSON FOR L.A. COUNTY. HE STATED THAT THERE ARE 24

PLANTS FOUND NOWHERE ELSE IN THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS AND I 25
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ALLUDE TO HIS CONCLUSIONS IN MY DOCUMENTATION. IN ADDITION TO 1

THIS, THERE WAS AN ANALYSIS BY STEVE CRAIG, THE ENVIRONMENTAL 2

ANALYST FOR THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS WHEN HE WAS ADDRESSING 3

THE SIMILAR LIVE OAK PROJECT. AND HE CONCLUDED THAT THE PROPER 4

DESIGNATION FOR THIS AREA SHOULD BE A DENSITY OF 1 UNIT PER 20 5

TO 40 ACRES, THAT THE IMPACT WOULD BE INCREDIBLE ON THE 6

ALREADY OVERSTRESSED 101 FREEWAY AND AGOURA ROAD, AS WELL AS 7

CORNELL ROAD. I LIVE IN A HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION NEAR THE 8

FIRE STATION ON CORNELL ROAD, AN UNLIT, WINDING COUNTRY ROAD. 9

THERE ARE BLIND SPOTS. THERE ARE CURVES. THERE'S NO 10

IMPROVEMENT THERE. PEOPLE LIVE WITH THEIR HORSES. THEY GO 11

HIKING. THEY GO RUNNING. WE KNOW THAT THERE HAD BEEN A RECENT 12

HUNDRED-YEAR FLOOD ON CORNELL ROAD. DURING THAT HUNDRED-YEAR 13

FLOOD OF 1992, THREE FEET OF WATER...14

15

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  I'M GOING TO ASK YOU TO WRAP IT UP 16

IF YOU CAN.17

18

DR. SERENA FRIEDMAN:  ...3 FEET OF WATER MADE THE ROAD 19

IMPASSIBLE AND THERE WERE SEDIMENTS, 50,000 CUBIC YARDS OF 20

SEDIMENT DEPOSITED INTO THE CREEK. THERE IS NO ADEQUATE 21

ANALYSIS COMPLIANT WITH C.E.Q.A. OF CUMULATIVE IMPACT IN THE 22

PROPOSAL BY THE APPLICANT BUT THE MOST IMPORTANT PART IS THE 23

TRAFFIC DATA. THE MOST ARE IMPORTANT PART IS THAT THE 24

INTERSECTIONS ARE IMPASSIBLE LEVEL OF SERVICE D AND E. YOU 25
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NEED TO HEAR THIS. CONSTRUCTION WAS DONE ALLEGEDLY TO MAKE IT 1

SMOOTH SO YOU COULD EXIT FROM CANAAN ROAD AND GET ON THE 101 2

FREEWAY. UNFORTUNATELY, THE IMPROVEMENTS ARE AT THE 3

INTERSECTION.4

5

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  OKAY. I'M SORRY, I'VE GIVEN YOU AN 6

EXTRA MINUTE. IT'S NOT FAIR TO THE OTHERS.7

8

DR. SERENA FRIEDMAN:  IN REPRESENTING A HOMEOWNER'S 9

ASSOCIATION, I WOULD LIKE TO ASK FOR ONE MORE MINUTE TO 10

CONCLUDE MY TRAFFIC INFORMATION.11

12

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  I'M SORRY, WE HAD AN AGREEMENT, WE 13

HAD A SET OF RULES AND WE'RE GOING TO ABIDE BY THEM. WHO'S 14

NEXT?15

16

ERIN GRENOHL:  I'M ERIN GRENOHL AND I'M HERE WITH ANGEL LAW 17

AND, BEHALF OF THE CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY, AND I'D 18

LIKE TO JUST MENTION A COUPLE THINGS THAT HAVE NOT COME UP 19

THOROUGHLY YET. ONE, I'D LIKE TO AGREE WITH THE CPO 20

REPRESENTATIVE WHO MENTIONED THE FACT THAT A PROJECT 21

APPLICANT'S HIGH FINANCIAL EXPECTATIONS ARE NOT, IN 22

THEMSELVES, A VALID REASON TO DESTROY VALUABLE HABITAT OR 23

NATURAL UNIQUE RESOURCES, AS DECIDED IN BOLSA CHICO LAND TRUST 24

CASE. THE FACT THAT AN ALTERNATIVE MAY BE MORE EXPENSIVE OR 25
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LESS PROFITABLE IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO SHOW THAT THE ALTERNATIVE 1

IS FINANCIALLY INFEASIBLE. WHAT IS REQUIRED IS EVIDENCE THAT 2

THE ADDITIONAL COSTS OR LOSS OF PROFITABILITY ARE SUFFICIENTLY 3

SEVERE AS TO RENDER IT IMPRACTICAL TO PROCEED WITH THE 4

PROJECT. THE APPLICANT HERE HAS NEVER CLAIMED THAT THE 5

INFORMATION OF ALTERNATIVE 4, WHICH IS SIMILAR TO THE PROPOSAL 6

OF CPO, IMPOSES SUCH A SEVERE FINANCIAL HARDSHIP AS TO RENDER 7

THE PROJECT IMPRACTICABLE. I'D ALSO LIKE TO ADDRESS THE ZUMA 8

TAIL DESIGN. IN THE SEPTEMBER 2006 MEETING BEFORE THE 9

COMMISSION, TESTIMONY WAS TAKEN FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF PARKS 10

AND REC STATING THAT THE LOCATION OF ZUMA TRAIL IS UNSUITABLE. 11

THIS ISSUE HAS NOT YET BEEN CURED AND WE WOULD LIKE FOR THIS 12

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED BEFORE THE BOARD CERTIFIES OR APPROVES 13

THE PROJECT. I'D ALSO LIKE THE MENTION THE ISSUE OF AIR 14

QUALITY, WHICH IS DEALT WITH IN A CURSORY WAY IN THE DRAFT 15

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. IN THE D-EIR, IT SAYS THAT 16

REGIONAL IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY ARE CUMULATIVE IN NATURE, 17

DERIVING FROM OVERALL GROWTH PLUS THE INCREMENTAL CONTRIBUTION 18

FROM THE PROPOSED PROJECT IN COMBINATION WITH THE EMISSIONS 19

FROM THE RELATED PROJECTS. HOWEVER, THE D-EIR THEN GOES ON TO 20

DISMISS ANY POTENTIAL WHATSOEVER FOR SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE 21

IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY, BASED ON THE ASSERTION THAT THE 22

PROJECT REPRESENTS A SMALL FRACTION OF ANTICIPATED REGIONAL 23

GROWTH. HOWEVER, NO DATA OR SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE ARE REVIEWED 24

AS A FOUNDATION FOR THE CONCLUSION THAT THERE WILL BE NO 25
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SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE IMPACT RESULTING FROM THE PROJECT IN 1

COMBINATION WITH OTHER PROJECTS. THANK YOU.2

3

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU.4

5

SHERI SOLADAR:  HI, I'M SHERI SOLADAR, GOOD DAY, HONORABLE 6

SUPERVISORS. I'M A 13-YEAR RESIDENT AND A LOCAL AREA REALTOR. 7

I HAVE 18 YEARS BACKGROUND IN DEVELOPMENT AND SALES. ONE 8

PROJECT THAT WAS MINE WAS A THREE-PHASE VERY LARGE HOUSING 9

COMPLEX. THEREFORE, I THINK I CAN SPEAK CONFIDENTLY AND 10

PRAGMATICALLY FROM A DEVELOPER AND SALES POSITION. AGOURA SITS 11

BETWEEN CALABASAS AND HIDDEN HILLS AND WESTLAKE VILLAGE. SOME 12

OF THE MOST EXPENSIVE REAL ESTATE IN THE WORLD SITS IN THIS 13

AREA. THE GOAL IS TO ASSIST THE DEVELOPER TO A SUCCESSFUL 14

BOTTOM LINE WHILE MAINTAINING AN ECOLOGICAL BALANCE AND 15

BEAUTY. FROM A REALTOR POINT OF VIEW, BUILD HOMES THAT HELP ME 16

HELP YOU, THE DEVELOPER. THE LADY FACE AREA IS THE LARGEST 17

DEVELOPMENT AREA, EXCELLENT PROXIMITY TO THE UPCOMING AGOURA 18

VILLAGE SHOULD EASILY COMMAND HIGH-END LARGE LOT, HIGH TICKET 19

PROPERTY MARKET VALUES. THE DEVELOPER COULD EASILY RECREATE 20

THE AURA OF HIDDEN HILLS AND THE OAKS OF CALABASAS. OPULENT 21

CONSTRUCTION, GATED, NATURE, CALM. THE DEMOGRAPHICS SUPPORT 22

THE EXCLUSIVE-- THIS TYPE OF EXCLUSIVE HOME DEVELOPMENT. THE 23

MEDEA CREEK AREA, I SEE POTENTIAL LIABILITY DUE TO PERCOLATION 24

OF FOREIGN SOILS AND CHEMICALS GOING INTO THE CREEK. SOILS 25
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PERCOLATION AND SEEPAGE PIT STUDIES ARE NECESSARY TO OFFSET 1

ANY POTENTIAL LIABILITY AND THEREFORE NEEDS TO BE TESTED FOR 2

RUNOFF AND PERMEATION. THE FIRE STATION AREA IS PROBABLY THE 3

LEASED DESIRABLE FROM A DEVELOPMENT AND RESALE POINT OF VIEW. 4

NEIGHBORING THE SIMPLY BUILT FIRE STATION, ALONG WITH THE 5

NOISE CREATED BY SIRENS, IS A MAJOR DETERRENT. SUGGESTED USE 6

IS TO CONSTRUCT A STABLE OR ARENA AREA AND IT PUTS HORSES ON 7

THIS SIDE OF THE BRIDAL TRAIL NETWORK AND THEN THIS COULD BE 8

RESOLD AS A BUSINESS OPPORTUNITY. BUILDING UNIQUE, HIGH-END 9

HOMES THAT IS BLOOMING HIGH END DUE TO THE AGOURA VILLAGE IS 10

AN OBVIOUS ASSET HERE. THIS GIVES ME THE PROPER PRODUCT LINE 11

TO SELL. SIMPLY STATED, THE DEVELOPER CAN AND STILL MAKE A 12

VERY LARGE PROFIT WHILE MAINTAINING THE DELICATE ECOLOGICAL 13

BALANCE OF THE AREA.14

15

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU. THAT CONCLUDES TODAY'S 16

PUBLIC HEARING. I JUST HAVE A COUPLE OF QUESTIONS. FIRST OF 17

ALL, NO, YOU LEAVE THAT UP THERE, DAVID. WE'RE NOT DONE YET. 18

RICK? REICH WEISS, COUNTY COUNSEL, WE JUST, FOR THE RECORD, 19

WOULD YOU ADDRESS MR. ANGEL'S COMMENT ON THE REQUIREMENT THAT 20

SIMPLY BECAUSE AN ALTERNATIVE HAS COME FORWARD THAT WE NEED TO 21

DO A NEW WHATEVER IT IS? AN AMENDMENT TO THE EIR?22

23

RICHARD WEISS:  YES, MR. CHAIRMAN.24

25
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SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  AND WHAT OUR OBLIGATIONS ARE UNDER 1

THE LAW.2

3

RICHARD WEISS:  YES, MR. CHAIRMAN. THE GUIDELINE SECTION THAT 4

MR. ANGEL REFERENCED DOES REQUIRE RECIRCULATION IN THE 5

ALTERNATIVE CONTEXT WHEN A FEASIBLE PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 6

CONSIDERABLY DIFFERENT FROM OTHERS PREVIOUSLY ANALYZED WOULD 7

CLEARLY LESSEN THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE 8

PROJECT AND THE PROPONENT DECLINES TO ADOPT IT. IN MY OPINION, 9

AND IN CONSULTING WITH STAFF, NUMBER ONE, THIS PROPOSAL IS NOT 10

SUBSTANTIALLY DIFFERENT FROM ALTERNATIVE 4, WHICH WAS ALREADY 11

ANALYZED IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND CIRCULATED IN 12

MOST MAJOR RESPECTS. SECONDLY, WITH RESPECT TO THE SOUTHERN 13

PORTION WEST, I BELIEVE, OF CANAAN ROAD, THIS ALTERNATIVE 14

PROVIDES FOR THE ELIMINATION OF HABITAT OF THE LYON'S 15

PENTACHAETA SO, FROM THAT STANDPOINT, IT DOES NOT 16

SUBSTANTIALLY LESSEN THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF 17

THE PROJECT. SO, FROM THOSE PERSPECTIVES, WE DO NOT AGREE THAT 18

RECIRCULATION WOULD BE REQUIRED MERELY BECAUSE OF THE 19

PRESENTATION OF THIS NEW ALTERNATIVE.20

21

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  NOW, IF WE WANT TO GIVE INTERESTED 22

PARTIES, STAKEHOLDERS, MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC AN OPPORTUNITY TO 23

COMMENT ON AN ALTERNATIVE PLAN, WHATEVER THAT ALTERNATIVE PLAN 24

MIGHT EMERGE, IF SUCH A PLAN EMERGES, IF WE DON'T ACT ON IT 25
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TODAY, WE WOULD BE IN A POSITION TO DO THAT OF OUR OWN 1

VOLITION, CORRECT?2

3

RICHARD WEISS:  RIGHT. WELL, GIVEN THE ALTERNATIVES THAT HAVE 4

BEEN PRESENTED, I AM NOT AWARE OF ONE THAT WOULD REQUIRE 5

RECIRCULATION. BUT YOUR BOARD IS NOT REQUIRED TO BUT IT COULD, 6

AS A COURTESY, PROVIDE FOR COMMENTS TO BE ACCEPTED FOR A 7

CERTAIN PERIOD OF TIME, PARTICULARLY IF THE BOARD IS 8

INTERESTED IN A MIDDLE GROUND PROJECT, SOMETHING THAT WAS 9

WITHIN THE ENVELOPE OF WHAT THE COMMISSION ANALYZED.10

11

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  I'M SORRY. WERE THERE OTHER 12

PROPONENTS WHO WANTED TO SPEAK? DID YOU SUBMIT A CARD, MR. 13

WHIZIN? DID YOU SUBMIT A CARD? I DIDN'T SEE IT. ALL RIGHT. 14

COME ON UP. WHO ELSE? I DID NOT HAVE A CARD FOR YOU FOR SURE 15

BUT COME ON UP. YOU GET TWO MINUTES EACH. WE'LL ARGUE ABOUT IT 16

FOR LONGER THAN THAT SO...17

18

BRUCE F. WHIZIN:  RESPECTFULLY, WE WERE TOLD WE HAD FOR OUR 19

SIDE 30 MINUTES. AND WE USED ABOUT THREE OR FOUR.20

21

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  COME ON, LET'S GO.22

23

BRUCE WHIZIN:  MY NAME IS BRUCE WHIZIN, HONORABLE SUPERVISORS. 24

I'VE FIND MYSELF IN A...25
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1

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: I APOLOGIZE. I HAVE YOUR CARD 2

BURIED UNDER MY OTHER JUNK.3

4

BRUCE WHIZIN: I FIND MYSELF IN A VERY INTERESTING POSITION 5

HERE HAVING LISTENED TO EVERYTHING THAT'S HAPPENING BECAUSE, 6

IN MARCH OF 1954, WHEN I GOT OUT OF THE SERVICE, MY FATHER AND 7

I WERE INVOLVED WITH THE PURCHASES OF SEVERAL PIECES OF 8

PROPERTY OVER THE NEXT FIVE OR SIX YEARS, INCLUDING THE TWO-- 9

WELL, THE PARCEL THAT WE'RE TALKING ABOUT. AND I FIND THAT I 10

HAVE SOME REGRETS. I'M SORRY THAT WE WORKED HARD TO GET 11

METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT TO BRING WATER THERE AS A RESULT 12

OF THE EARTHQUAKE SEVERAL YEARS BEFORE, THE WATER TABLE IN 13

AGOURA DROPPED DRASTICALLY. OUR PROPERTIES HAD SIGNIFICANT 14

WATER. WE DIDN'T NEED METROPOLITAN WATER BUT WE FELT LIKE IT 15

WAS REALLY GOOD FOR THE COMMUNITY. I REMEMBER THAT THERE WERE 16

LESS THAN 300 PEOPLE IN AGOURA AND THAT INCLUDED SEMINOLE HOT 17

SPRINGS, MALIBU LAKE, MALIBU LAKESIDE, VERY FEW IN WHAT WE NOW 18

CALL OLD AGOURA. SO, WHEN I DROVE UP CORNELL ROAD, I HAD A 19

GREAT, GREAT VIEW, UNRESTRICTED VIEW OF SOME OF THE MOST 20

BEAUTIFUL PROPERTY ON CORNELL ROAD. I FIND THAT I REGRET THAT 21

WE GAVE CORNELL-- CANAAN ROAD TO THE COUNTY BECAUSE IT WAS 22

IMPRACTICAL TO HAVE THE FREEWAY INTERCHANGE AT CORNELL ROAD. 23

I'M BEING SOMEWHAT FACETIOUS HERE BECAUSE THE PROPERTY WAS 24

TRULY BEAUTIFUL. THERE WAS NO RESTRICTION OF VIEW WHEN YOU 25
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DROVE UP CORNELL ROAD, INCLUDING THE HOMES ADJACENT TO CORNELL 1

ROAD NOW. AND, YOU KNOW, I FIND THAT WE'VE BEEN ACCUSED OF 2

BEING LAWLESS IN LETTING A NEIGHBOR EXPAND THEIR HORSE AREA IN 3

THE PIECE BEHIND THE FIREHOUSE WHEN WE WERE JUST BEING GOOD 4

NEIGHBORS. IT WASN'T WITH ANY EVIL INTENT BECAUSE WE DIDN'T 5

EVEN KNOW AT THAT TIME THAT LYON'S PENTACHAETA WAS ON THAT 6

PIECE OF PROPERTY. WE ALLOWED THE FIRE DEPARTMENT FREE ACCESS 7

TO OPEN UP THE ROADS THAT CAME THROUGH THE 160 ACRES OF THE 8

FIREHOUSE PIECE OR THE OTHER AREAS WHERE A LOT OF THESE 9

ENDANGERED SPECIES ARE, PARTICULARLY LYON'S PENTACHAETA, 10

BECAUSE IT DOESN'T GROW EXCEPT IN DISTURBED AREAS. SO THE 11

RESULTS OF BEING A GOOD NEIGHBOR, OKAY, I HAVE SOME REGRETS. 12

SOME OTHER THINGS THAT WERE SAID THAT THE ONLY PEOPLE THAT ARE 13

FOR THIS ARE THE DEVELOPERS. WELL, IN THE 1958, '59 AND '60, I 14

NOW REPRESENT PROBABLY ABOUT 175 PEOPLE WHO HAVE HAD OWNERSHIP 15

IN THIS LAND. THERE'S ONLY ABOUT 70 OF US LEFT. I WAS 24 YEARS 16

OLD AT THE TIME. I'M NOW 76. I'VE HEARD THAT, GEE, IT'S REALLY 17

CONDUCIVE FOR LARGE, ESTATE-TYPE HOMES. THAT'S WHAT WE WENT 18

INTO IN THE FIRST PLACE BUT THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 19

OR PLANNING DEPARTMENT, IN ITS WISDOM, SAID, "GEE, HOW ABOUT 20

MAINTAINING OPEN SPACE AND LET'S CLUSTER HOUSING." SO THE 21

DEVELOPERS THAT WE'RE INVOLVED WITH HAVE SPENT NOW 4 TO $5 22

MILLION AND ARE HEARING "GEE, IT WOULD BE REALLY NICE TO HAVE 23

THE KIND OF DEVELOPMENT THAT THEY WANTED IN THE FIRST PLACE" 24

BUT IT'S NOW 4 TO $5 MILLION DOWN THE ROAD. LOOK, THIS IS VERY 25
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DIFFICULT, OKAY? I REMEMBER SEMINOLE HOT SPRINGS WAS 1

BEAUTIFUL. NOW, YOU KNOW, I REMEMBER WHEN IT WAS PAVED OVER 2

FOR TRAILER PARKS. SEMINOLE HOT SPRINGS HAD AMONG THE SEVEN 3

GREATEST, BEST MINERAL WATER DEPOSITS IN THE WORLD AND YET IT 4

WAS PAVED OVER FOR THOSE FOLKS WHO ARE LIVING THERE NOW. LOOK, 5

THIS IS DIFFICULT FOR YOU AND I UNDERSTAND THAT. AT THE BEHEST 6

OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION, WE'VE TRIED TO DESIGN 7

SOMETHING THAT LEAVES 90 PERCENT OF THE OPEN SPACE THERE. NOT 8

ONLY ARE THERE FAMILIES THAT HAVE INVESTED IN THIS SOME 50 9

YEARS AGO BUT I ALSO REPRESENT A FOUNDATION THAT OWNS 38 10

PERCENT OF THIS PROPERTY, AND THAT PROPERTY IS-- THAT MONIES 11

WILL GO INTO A NONPROFIT CHARITABLE FOUNDATION THAT SUPPORTS 12

SOME 40 OR 50 SECULAR CHARITIES AND A NUMBER OF THINGS IN THE 13

JEWISH COMMUNITY, MOSTLY IN THE JEWISH COMMUNITY, INCLUDING 14

THE STATE OF ISRAEL, A CENTER FOR BIOTECHNOLOGY. SO THERE ARE 15

A LOT OF PEOPLE THAT ARE INTERESTED IN THIS THING OTHER THAN 16

JUST THE DEVELOPERS.17

18

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  BRUCE, I'D GOING TO ASK YOU TO 19

CONCLUDE, OKAY? BECAUSE IF YOU WANT THE RABBI TO BE HEARD, 20

TOO.21

22

BRUCE WHIZIN:  YES, RABBI ARTSON HAS SOMETHING TO SAY.23

24
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BRADLEY ARTSON:  MY NAME IS BRAD ARTSON. I PROMISE TO BE WITHIN 1

TWO MINUTES. YOU HAVE BEEN VERY PATIENT. YOU HAVE A DIFFICULT 2

CHOICE TO MAKE BECAUSE WE'RE WEIGHING CONFLICTING GOODS. 3

CERTAINLY, WE ALL CARE ABOUT THE BEAUTY OF THE REGION 4

NATIONALLY AND BIODIVERSITY IS A GREAT VALUE. I WANT TO 5

BROADEN THE DISCUSSION TO INCLUDE THE BENEFICIARIES OF THE 6

CHARITIES THAT ALSO BENEFIT FROM DEVELOPMENT. I WANT TO TALK 7

ABOUT THE PEOPLE WHO NOW LIVE IN PLACES WHERE THEY THERE 8

DIDN'T USED TO BE HOMES WHERE THERE WERE DEVELOPMENT OPPOSED 9

AND NOW THEY LIVE VERY HAPPILY AND THEY CAN, IN TURN, OPPOSE 10

FURTHER DEVELOPMENT. I WORK AT WHAT USED TO BE THE UNIVERSITY 11

OF JUDAISM, NOW THE AMERICAN JEWISH UNIVERSITY. WE RUN A 12

NONPROFIT MBA PROGRAM THAT PARTNERS WITH MINORITY COMMUNITIES 13

IN LOS ANGELES THAT I THINK OF AS WHAT MAKES L.A. GREAT. AND 14

THAT MONEY COMES FROM SCHOLARSHIPS RAISED BY PHILANTHROPISTS 15

WHO MAKE THEIR MONEY ON DEVELOPMENTS SUCH AS THIS ONE. SO, IN 16

THINKING ABOUT APPROVING THIS DEVELOPMENT, I WANT YOU TO THINK 17

NOT ONLY OF THE RESIDENTS WHO WERE LUCKY ENOUGH TO MOVE IN IN 18

TIME TO OPPOSE THE DEVELOPMENT BUT ALSO THE HUNDREDS OF 19

THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE IN THE VARIOUS COMMUNITIES THROUGHOUT THE 20

COUNTY WHO ARE ALSO INTIMATELY TIED UP BY THE DECISION THAT 21

YOU'LL MAKE BECAUSE THIS IS, FOR US, THE 87 PERCENT OF OUR 22

STUDENTS WHO ARE ON SCHOLARSHIP AND WHO ARE ABLE TO THEN SERVE 23

IN THE JEWISH AND IN THE BROADER L.A. COMMUNITIES BECAUSE OF 24

THE FUNDS THAT ARE MADE AVAILABLE. THANK YOU.25
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1

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  THANK YOU, RABBI. THANK YOU. ALL 2

RIGHT. CAN GET BACK TO THE-- SO WE CAN REQUIRE ON OUR OWN-- 3

NOT REQUIRE, WE CAN AFFORD AN OPPORTUNITY TO PEOPLE WHO WANT 4

TO BE HEARD OR COMMENT ON ANY ALTERNATIVES, WE CAN OFFER THEM 5

THAT OPPORTUNITY WITHIN A WINDOW OF TIME, IS THAT CORRECT?6

7

RICHARD WEISS:  YES, WE CAN PROVIDE ADDITIONAL COMMENT PERIOD 8

FOR PURPOSES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FOR A PERIOD OF 9

TIME IF THE BOARD SO DESIRES.10

11

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN:  ALL RIGHT. LET ME READ A MOTION. 12

AND LET ME JUST, I GUESS I SHOULD SAY ONE THING. THIS 13

PROPERTY, WHEN I FIRST TOOK OVER THIS POSITION, WHERE I WAS 14

ELECTED TO THIS POSITION, WAS ZONED FOR WELL OVER 100, I THINK 15

IT WAS 131 UNITS. WHEN THE NORTH AREA PLAN WAS APPROVED A 16

COUPLE/THREE YEARS AGO, THAT PLAN TOOK THIS DOWN TO 17

EFFECTIVELY A MAXIMUM OF 81 UNITS. WHEN THE APPLICANT WENT 18

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION, I BELIEVE HIS ORIGINAL 19

APPLICATION WAS FOR 81 UNITS, I'M NOT SURE I'M CORRECT ON THAT 20

BUT, IF IT WASN'T, IT'S CLOSE TO IT. AND, WHILE HE WAS AT THE 21

PLANNING COMMISSION FOR-- HOW MANY YEARS? TWO YEARS? 2-1/2 22

YEARS OF BACK AND FORTH WITH THE PLANNING COMMISSION, THAT 23

PROJECT SHRUNK FROM 81 TO 66 UNITS. SO SOMEONE WHO SAID-- 24

WHOEVER IT WAS THAT SAID THAT THE DEVELOPER HAS NOT BEEN 25
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WILLING TO CUT BACK, (A) HE CUT BACK. SOMETIMES OF HIS OWN, ON 1

HIS OWN AND SOMETIMES BECAUSE HE WAS MADE TO BUT HE STARTED 2

OUT, JUST IN THE 12 YEARS THAT I'VE BEEN HERE, AT 131, WHAT HE 3

FELT WAS AN ENTITLEMENT AND IT WAS UNDER THE ZONING IN THE 4

PLAN FOR 131 UNITS AND HE'S NOW DOWN TO 66. SO I WOULD CAUTION 5

ANYBODY TO SAY IT'S BEEN A ONE-WAY STREET. AND I THINK HIS 6

FRUSTRATION AND IT CERTAINLY WOULD HAVE BEEN IF I WERE IN HIS 7

SHOES WAS THAT, EVERY TIME HE MADE A COMPROMISE ON SOMETHING, 8

FIVE OTHER THINGS POPPED UP AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION. AND, 9

IF I UNDERSTAND WHAT HAPPENED AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION, HE 10 

FINALLY SAID, "I'M FED UP. DENY MY PROJECT. I'M GOING THE TAKE 11 

MY CHANCES SOMEWHERE ELSE." I DON'T BLAME HIM BECAUSE WHAT WAS 12 

GOING ON AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION DID NOT SERVE THE PUBLIC 13 

PROCESS IN ANY WAY FROM ANYBODY'S POINT OF VIEW. NOW, THAT'S 14 

ALL I'LL SAY FROM THAT POINT OF VIEW. THE FACT IS THAT THE 15 

PROPOSAL THAT WAS MADE AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION DID NOT 16 

COMPLY WITH THE NORTH AREA PLAN AND I'LL READ THE MOTION. THE 17 

320-ACRE TRIANGLE RANCH PROPERTY LIES AT THE NORTHERN EDGE OF 18 

THE UNINCORPORATED SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS NEAR THE BOUNDARY OF 19 

THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS AND THE GATEWAY TO THE SANTA MONICA 20 

MOUNTAINS NATIONAL RECREATION AREA. THIS AREA IS GOVERNED BY 21 

THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS' NORTH AREA PLAN, WHICH THIS BOARD 22 

APPROVED IN OCTOBER OF 2000. DIDN'T REALIZE IT WAS THAT LONG 23 

AGO. AMONG OTHER THINGS, THIS PLAN REQUIRES THAT BIOTIC 24 

RESOURCES BE PROTECTED, THAT THE LAND SHOULD DICTATE THE TYPE 25 
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AND INTENSITY OF THE DEVELOPMENT, AND THAT THE CHARACTER OF 1

THE EXISTING COMMUNITIES BE PROTECTED. TODAY, THE BOARD OF 2

SUPERVISORS SHOULD UPHOLD ITS SUPPORT FOR THAT PLAN'S VISION 3

FOR THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS. THE NORTH AREA PLAN'S LAND USE 4

DESIGNATIONS, IN AND OF THEMSELVES, PERMIT 108 HOUSING UNITS 5

ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY. ONCE THE PLAN'S HILLSIDE MANAGEMENT 6

POLICIES ARE APPLIED, IT AUTOMATICALLY CUTS THAT NUMBER, THE 7

NUMBER OF PERMITTED UNITS, TO ONLY 81 HOMES. THE PROPOSED 66-8

UNIT DEVELOPMENT IS THEREFORE BELOW THE NUMERICAL THRESHOLD 9

PERMITTED BY THE NORTH AREA PLAN. FURTHERMORE, AND CONSISTENT 10 

WITH THE TYPE OF PROJECT ENCOURAGED BY THE NORTH AREA PLAN, 11 

THIS PROPOSAL CLUSTERS DEVELOPMENT ON JUST OVER 10 PERCENT OF 12 

THE 320-ACRE PROPERTY, THEREBY PROTECTING 287 ACRES OF LAND AS 13 

PERMANENT OPEN SPACE. AS AN ADDITIONAL BENEFIT OF THIS 14 

PROPOSAL, THE APPLICANT HAS VOLUNTARILY AGREED TO DONATE THE 15 

VAST MAJORITY OF THIS OPEN SPACE TO A PUBLIC PARK AGENCY, 16 

WHICH WOULD SECURE PERPETUITY A SUBSTANTIAL ADDITION TO THE 17 

PUBLICLY OWNED LANDS OF THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS' NATIONAL 18 

RECREATION AREA AND ENSURE THAT THE REMAINDER OF THIS LAND CAN 19 

NEVER BE DEVELOPED. FURTHER, THE VAST DEDICATION OF OPEN SPACE 20 

AND CLUSTERED DEVELOPMENT STANDS IN MARKED CONTRAST TO THE 21 

URBAN DENSITIES APPROVED IN THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS, FOR 22 

EXAMPLE, IMMEDIATELY NORTH OF THE TRIANGLE RANCH PROPERTY. 23 

WHEN REVIEWED IN THE CONTEXT OF WHAT APPLICANTS HAVE 24 

PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED FOR THIS AREA, THIS PUBLIC DEDICATION OF 25 
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NEARLY 90 PERCENT OF THE LAND WILL ENSURE THAT URBAN SPRAWL 1

AND EXPANSION NEVER OCCUR IN THIS PART OF THE SANTA MONICA 2

MOUNTAINS. THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MUST NOT LOSE THIS 3

OPPORTUNITY TO SECURE NEARLY 300 ACRES OF DEDICATED PUBLIC 4

OPEN SPACE, PERMANENTLY PRESERVE 90 PERCENT OF THIS PROPERTY, 5

AND ENSURE THAT ANY DEVELOPMENT ON THIS PROPERTY IS CAREFULLY 6

REVIEWED. HOWEVER, THESE POTENTIAL BENEFITS DO NOT JUSTIFY 7

APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL THAT DOES NOT UPHOLD THE 8

PRINCIPLES EMBODIED IN THE NORTH AREA PLAN. ANY PROJECT THAT 9

IS APPROVED BY THIS BOARD SHOULD COMPLY WITH THE NORTH AREA 10 

PLAN. FURTHERMORE, IN LIGHT OF ALL THE POLICIES OF THE NORTH 11 

AREA PLAN AND THE EVIDENCE PRESENTED TODAY AND PREVIOUSLY, I 12 

AGREE WITH THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION'S JUDGMENT THAT 13 

THE DEVELOPMENT, AS CURRENTLY PROPOSED, DOES NOT COMPLY WITH 14 

THE NORTH AREA PLAN AND I THEREFORE CONCUR WITH THEIR DECISION 15 

TO DENY THE PROJECT IN ITS CURRENT CONFIGURATION. HOWEVER, THE 16 

COMMISSION WANTED IT TO BE MADE CLEAR TO THIS BOARD THAT THEIR 17 

DECISION WAS MADE, AND I QUOTE FROM THEIR COMMUNICATION, "AS A 18 

RESULT OF THE APPLICANT'S REQUEST FOR ACTION AND NOT 19 

NECESSARILY IN THE LARGER MERITS OF THE PROJECT." SINCE THE 20 

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING, THE APPLICANT HAS 21 

INDICATED TO MY OFFICE AND THE DEPARTMENT STAFF THAT HE IS 22 

WILLING TO MAKE CHANGES NECESSARY TO BRING THE PROJECT INTO 23 

COMPLIANCE WITH THE NORTH AREA PLAN. AND, TODAY, WE'VE HEARD-- 24 

ACTUALLY A FEW DAYS AGO FROM CONCERNED NEIGHBORHOOD GROUPS OR 25 
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A GROUP, CORNELL PRESERVATION ORGANIZATION, HAVE OFFERED THEIR 1

OWN ALTERNATIVE PLAN FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THIS SITE. I THEREFORE 2

MOVE THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CONTINUE THE PUBLIC HEARING 3

TO JUNE 26TH, 2007, AND INSTRUCT THE APPLICANT TO WORK WITH 4

COUNTY STAFF TO REDESIGN THE PROJECT TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE 5

NORTH AREA PLAN. THE APPLICANT SHALL, AT A MINIMUM, 6

INCORPORATE THE FOLLOWING CHANGES, AS DEEMED FEASIBLE BY 7

COUNTY STAFF: (1) ELIMINATE ALL RETAINING WALLS, AND I HAVE 8

ADDED IN HERE: AND REDUCE THE NUMBER OF UNITS ALONG CANAAN 9

ROAD ON THE SOUTHERLY PORTION OF THE PROJECT AND ALONG OTHER 10 

SCENIC CORRIDORS. PROTECT ALL MAPPED LYON'S PENTACHAETA AND 11 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS DUDLEYA HABITAT AREAS, INCLUDING BUT 12 

NOT LIMITED TO THOSE IN THE SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL AREAS OFF 13 

OF CORNELL ROAD AND ON OR NEAR LOTS 12, 13, 14, 24, 47, AND 14 

BETWEEN LOTS 25 AND 45. (3) INCORPORATE CHANGES IN PROJECT 15 

DESIGN TO MINIMIZE WATER QUALITY IMPACTS, PARTICULARLY TO 16 

MEDEA CREEK. (4) PROTECT THE RIPARIAN HABITAT WITHIN MEDEA 17 

CREEK BY MINIMIZING OR ELIMINATING BRUSH CLEARANCE IN THAT 18 

REGION. (5) RELOCATE STREET "D" FURTHER SOUTH IN ORDER TO 19 

ACCOMMODATE THE URBAN STYLE APPEARANCE OF THE FOUR-WAY 20 

INTERSECTION AND REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF GRADING IN THAT AREA. 21 

(6) REMOVE, WHEREVER FEASIBLE, ACCESS ROADS FOR FLOOD CONTROL 22 

FACILITIES NEAR MEDEA CREEK. (7) PREPARE BINDING DESIGN AND 23 

LANDSCAPE CONDITIONS TO ENSURE THAT THE PROJECT WILL MINIMIZE 24 

AN URBAN APPEARANCE AND BE COMPATIBLE TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE 25 
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WITH THE EXISTING COMMUNITY CHARACTER. (8) DESIGN THE 1

DEVELOPMENT TO BETTER MAINTAIN SIGNIFICANT LAND FORMS, FURTHER 2

PROTECT THE NATURAL TOPOGRAPHY OF THE AREA AND REDUCE THE 3

OFFSITE EXPORT OF GRADED MATERIAL. (9) UTILIZE A RURAL ROAD 4

STANDARD THAT ELIMINATES CURBS, GUTTERS AND SIDEWALKS. (10) 5

AVOID THE CREATION OF ANY NEW OR INCREASED ENVIRONMENTAL 6

IMPACTS IN THE PROPOSED REVISED MAP. AND I WOULD ADD THAT WE 7

WOULD ALSO-- NOTHING IN THAT WOULD PRECLUDE US FROM EVALUATING 8

ALL OR PARTS OF THE ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL THAT HAS BEEN 9

PRESENTED TODAY BY THE CORNELL PRESERVATION ORGANIZATION, IS 10 

THAT CORRECT?  11 

 12 

RICHARD WEISS: NO.  13 

 14 

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: I WOULD ASK THAT WE CERTAINLY WE 15 

WILL LOOK AT THAT PLAN AND SEE HOW WE CAN SYNTHESIZE THAT INTO 16 

THIS FRAMEWORK. I FURTHER MOVE THAT THE APPLICANT BE 17 

INSTRUCTED TO INCORPORATE THESE CHANGES INTO A REVISED 18 

TENTATIVE MAP, SUBMIT THE REVISED MAP TO THE COUNTY 19 

SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE FOR THEIR REVIEW AND CLEARANCE, DIRECT 20 

STAFF TO PREPARE ANY ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT 21 

DOCUMENTATION, MAKE THE MAP AVAILABLE TO MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 22 

FOR REVIEW, AND ACCEPT SUBMISSION OF ANY ADDITIONAL 23 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS FOR A PERIOD THAT ENDS TWO WEEKS 24 
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FOLLOWING THE FINAL CLEARANCE BY THE SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE. 1

AND THAT'S MY MOTION.  2

3

SUP. ANTONOVICH: LET ME TO ASK A QUESTION. ON THE ISSUE OF 4

RETAINING WALLS, DOES THAT HINDER ANY PROTECTIONS AGAINST 5

LANDSLIDES?  6

7

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: THE ONLY WAY YOU WOULD...  8

9

SUP. ANTONOVICH: I DON'T KNOW. I'M JUST ASKING THE QUESTION.  10 

 11 

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: NO. THE ANSWER IS NO.  12 

 13 

SUP. ANTONOVICH: OKAY. SO THE RETAINING WALLS AREN'T NEEDED TO 14 

PROTECT A NEIGHBOR FROM A LANDSLIDE...  15 

 16 

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: IF WE ELIMINATE THE RETAINING 17 

WALLS, IT WILL BE BECAUSE YOU DON'T NEED THEM FOR PROTECTION.  18 

 19 

SUP. ANTONOVICH: IT'S BASED ON SAFETY, THEN.  20 

 21 

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: ABSOLUTELY. THAT WILL TRUMP 22 

EVERYTHING. WE THINK THAT CAN BE DONE. I MEAN, WE THINK 23 

THERE'S A SHOT AT BEING ABLE TO DO THAT WITHOUT ANY JEOPARDY 24 

TO SAFETY. WE CERTAINLY WANTED TO LOOK AT IT.  25 
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 1

SUP. ANTONOVICH: THE REASON I ASK THAT QUESTION IS BECAUSE OF 2

THE PROBLEMS WE'VE HAD IN THE PALISADES, PALOS VERDES ESTATES 3

WHICH IS STILL IN A STATE OF FLUX.  4

5

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: ABSOLUTELY. I DON'T THINK THERE'S 6

A DIFFERENCE OF OPINION THERE. CAN I GET A SECOND FOR THE 7

MOTION? MISS BURKE SECONDS. WITHOUT OBJECTION? IT WILL BE 8

UNANIMOUS VOTE. I HAVE DELIBERATELY NOT ZEROED IN ON THE 9

NUMBER OF UNITS ON THIS. THAT IS DELIBERATE. WE WILL TAKE A 10 

LOOK. IT OUGHT TO BE LOOKED AT AS IT EVOLVES. WHETHER IT'S 11 

THIS NUMBER OR THAT NUMBER IS LESS IMPORTANT THAN THAT THE 12 

OTHER PRINCIPLES OF THE PLAN ARE ADHERED TO. SO I THINK WE'VE 13 

GOT SOMETHING TO WORK WITH HERE. AND I WANT TO THANK THE 14 

PEOPLE WHO CAME HERE TO TESTIFY, NOT JUST TODAY BUT I KNOW 15 

IT'S BEEN A BURDEN ON THEM, ALSO, TO COME DOWN DOWNTOWN FOR 16 

THESE MANY HEARINGS WHEN IT WAS THE PLANNING COMMISSION. I 17 

WANT TO THANK THE PEOPLE WHO PREPARED THIS ALTERNATIVE PLAN. 18 

AS I SAID EARLIER, IT'S A CONSTRUCTIVE EFFORT AND WE'LL TRY TO 19 

WORK WITH YOU AND THE PROPERTY OWNER TO SYNTHESIZE THEM AND 20 

MAKE AN ACCEPTABLE PROJECT. THIS-- ONE THING IS CLEAR. THE 21 

NORTH AREA PLAN DOES ALLOW FOR DEVELOPMENT ON THIS PROPERTY. 22 

AND THAT'S THE OVERRIDING-- NOT THE OVERRIDING BUT IT'S THE 23 

THING THAT'S STARING US IN THE FACE. ALL OF US WOULD PREFER TO 24 

LEAVE IT THE WAY IT IS. THAT'S NOT WHAT THE PLAN CALLS FOR AND 25 
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IT'S NOT WHAT THE ZONING CALLS FOR BUT WE'LL TRY TO MAKE IT AS 1

COMPATIBLE AS WE POSSIBLY CAN. THANK YOU ALL VERY MUCH. 2

UNANIMOUS VOTE ON THAT. [ APPLAUSE ] NEXT ITEM. THAT TAKES 3

CARE OF THE PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS, CORRECT?  4

5

CLERK SACHI HAMAI: CORRECT.  6

7

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY, CHAIRMAN: WHAT'S NEXT, ITEM 6? WE START WITH 8

MISS BURKE.  9

10 

CLERK SACHI HAMAI: YES.  11 

 12 

SUP. BURKE: I MOVE THAT, WHEN WE ADJOURN TODAY, WE ADJOURN IN 13 

MEMORY OF TERRY L. BAKER, ALSO KNOWN AS COACH BAKER, A LONG 14 

TIME RESIDENT OF THE SECOND DISTRICT, AN OUTSTANDING MEMBER OF 15 

THE COMMUNITY WHO PROVIDED A SPORTS OUTLET FOR AT RISK YOUTH 16 

AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO GANGS. HE LEAVES TO CHERISH HIS MEMORY 17 

HIS WIFE, JILL, HIS SON, TERRY BAKER II, DAUGHTERS, FELICIA 18 

AND MATILDA BAKER AND MOTHER MATILDA FAIR. AND JUNIOR FLORES. 19 

I DON'T KNOW IF SOMEONE ELSE IS MAKING THAT MOTION. THE 20 

BROTHER OF YOLIE FLORES AGUILAR, CEO OF CHILDREN'S PLANNING 21 

COUNCIL, PASSED AWAY RECENTLY. ARE YOU MAKING THAT?  22 

 23 

SUP. MOLINA: I HAD IT, AS WELL, BUT...  24 

 25 
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Section 1 - Introduction

1.1    INTRODUCTION 

Triangle Ranch is a collection of four small residential neighborhoods nestled into a semi-rural setting near Agoura 
Hills, California.  The neighborhoods, totaling 61 lots, are located on either side of Kanan Road and Cornell Road. 
The community seeks to avoid the appearance of a “tract” development through the use of curvilinear roads that 
follow the topography.  This allows residential lots, particularly those within view of public roadways and nearby 
residences, to be sited in such a way as to minimize straight rows of houses.  In addition, large lots that range in 
size from approximately 10,000 square feet to over 20,000 square feet, further serve to avoid that common tract 
appearance of large houses squeezed onto small lots.  To further preserve the existing semi-rural character of Kanan 
Road and Cornell Road, the project maintains a generous setback along these roadways.  In addition, typical street 
lighting and construction of sidewalks, standard curbs, and gutters shall be avoided.

The proposed development has been designed in order to minimize landform alterations and maximize open space. 
To reduce grading, the majority of development will be located on the gentler slopes while avoiding ridgelines.  The 
concentration of residences into four smaller enclaves provides the opportunity for the project to primarily avoid 
the most sensitive resources on the site, such as Lyon’s pentachaeta, dudleya, and Coast Live Oaks.  Of the 136 
oak trees on and/or adjacent to the project site, the project retains 118 trees, or 86%.  Also, where County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department required fuel modification zones may conflict with sensitive resources, individual lots 
have been sited to minimize impacts to nearby sensitive native plant species. 

The neighborhoods will be landscaped almost exclusively with native plant species and local building materials, 
(e.g. local stone for entrance monuments, etc.) in order to blend the development area with the natural character 
of the site and the surrounding environment.  Entrances to each neighborhood enclave, in particular, would receive 
enhanced landscape treatment emphasizing the use of native species, reflective of the existing vegetation along the 
nearby drainage courses.
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1.2  PURPOSE OF THE DESIGN GUIDELINES

The purpose of the Design Guidelines is to ensure that the neighborhoods and individual home sites are 
developed in a manner that is sensitive to the surrounding semi-rural character of the site. Thus, the Design 
Guidelines address the following issues:

 •   Community Theme/Context
 •   Landscape Design
 •   Architectural Design

1.3 COMMUNITY THEME/CONTEXT

The rural and open hillside environment (located near Paramount Ranch National Park, The Peter Strauss 
National Park, and the State Malibu Creek State Park) serves as the underlying foundation and context for 
the community. The theme for the Triangle Ranch development will be “California Rustic” – a look and feel 
that compliments the natural setting of the area by utilizing natural materials and native plant species to unify 
the community with its environment. The community should blend in as much as possible through the use of 
contour grading for view-shed preservation, native/naturalized materials in earth-tone hues, native plant species 
in informal patterns, cut-off lighting, low-key signage, and informal architectural massing.  

1.4 LANDSCAPE DESIGN GUIDELINES

Project landscaping will play an important role in maintaining the overall project character and theme while 
minimizing the impact of the development on the environment and view sheds.   Hardscape materials should 
serve to blend into the environment, not conflict with it.  Open space areas should serve as seamless transitions 
between the natural hillsides and the community.  Planting should serve to provide habitat for and reconnect 
wildlife corridors of disturbed areas.   Plant species for roadways, slopes, and open space should be natives which 
grow within the local environment, with water-use appropriate ornamentals restricted to individual landscaped 
lots added for accent and interest.  (See Section 3 for detailed landscape criteria.)

1.5 ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN GUIDELINES

The purpose of the Architectural Design Guidelines is to promote a rich architectural diversity to the 
neighborhoods of Triangle Ranch in which the homes blend gracefully into the bucolic rural environment 
surrounding the site. The goal is to achieve a neighborhood with the appearance of having evolved over time, 
rather than one that seems to have suddenly appeared overnight. A variety of architectural styles, along with 
informal massing of building forms, and the use of textured building materials such as stone, will be used 
to further enhance the relaxed rural character of the neighborhood. Please refer to Section 4 for detailed 
architectural criteria.
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Section 2 - Community Theme,  Context

2.1    DESIGN CONCEPT

To create a rural residential community that avoids the appearance of a ‘tract’ development, the project proposes 
to construct curvilinear roads that follow the site topography.  Proposed residential lots within view of public 
roadways and nearby residences have been sited to minimize straight rows of houses.  Also, large building pads 
and lots are proposed to avoid the common tract appearance of large houses squeezed onto small lots.  To 
preserve the existing semi-rural and rural character of Kanan Road and Cornell Road, the project maintains a 
minimum setback of 50 feet from the future right-of-way for all but three residential lots along those roadways. 
(See Exhibit 1)   In addition, street lighting and construction of sidewalks, standard curbs, and gutters shall 
be avoided.  To reduce grading, the majority of development will be located on the gentler slopes and lots and 
roadways will be designed to avoid ridgelines.  

To minimize grading activites, the project utilizes a few retaining walls where grading occurs in areas of steep 
natural terrain.  Where necessary, these walls will be vegetated to minimize impacts.

Proposed development has been designed in order to minimize landform alterations and maximize open space.  
The concentration of residences in enclaves also permits the project design to partially avoid the most sensitive 
resources on the project site, such as Lyon’s pentachaeta, dudleya and Coast Live Oaks.  Of the 136 oaks on and 
or adjacent to the project site, the project would retain 118 trees, or 86 percent.  Also, where County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department required fuel modification zones may conflict with sensitive resources, individual lot 
have been sited to minimize impacts to nearby sensitive native plant species.

The proposed project would be landscaped almost exclusively with native plant species and local building 
materials (e.g. local stone for entrance monuments, etc.) in order to blend the development area with the natural 
character of the site and the surrounding environment.  Entrances to each project enclave, in particular, would 
receive enhanced landscape treatment emphasizing the use of native plants.  For example, entrance landscaping to 
the enclave east of Cornell Road would use riparian species, reflective of the existing vegetation along the nearby 
drainage course.  While west of Kanan Road, the entrance would feature the use of native grasses and oak trees, 
thus matching this area’s natural environment.  Proposed landscaping is subject to review and approval by the Los 
Angeles County Departments of Regional Planning and Public Works.

A homeowner’s association would be established for the proposed project.  Its primary responsibilities would be 
the maintenance of private roads, security gates, drainage improvements, and common open space.  The home 
builder would be responsible for these functions until the homeowners’ association can be established.
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2.2    OvERvIEw OF PROjECT GOALS

This section provides a summary of the project design goals categorized into three groups:

1.  Topography: Minimize Landform Alterations
 • Use of curvilinear roads that follow topography.  
 • Use of contour grading for view-shed preservation. 
 • Development of large lots (10,000-20,000+sq.ft.)
 • Maintain generous setback from main roads (minimum 50 ft. for all but three lots).
 • Maximize open space.  Open space areas to serve as seamless transitional areas between natural hillsides 
    and the community.
 • Locate development on gentler slopes while avoiding ridgelines.
 • Crib walls utilized for areas with steep terrain.  Walls planted to screen views and soften feel of structure.

2.  Hardscape: Use of Native/Naturalistic Building Materials
 • Use of cut-off lighting.  Lighting to minimally illuminate sign graphics, pilasters and walls with light.   
    Trees and landscape features illuminated by ambient light.  Light fixtures to be ‘low-key” so not to effect 
    night sky. 
 • Use of low-key signage.  Signage materials same as for entry and walls.  
 • Landscape with local building materials (e.g. local stone for entrance monuments).   Natural materials 
    like boulders, stone, rock and decomposed granite from local sources should be used in design of front 
    yards.  
 • Use of materials in earth tone hues.
 • Key intersections and entries may be enhanced with natural and textural concrete enrichments.
 • Curbing to be rolled in areas applicable.
 • Fencing to be view-type.  
 • Terrace drains to be colored concrete (earth tone).

3.  Native Plants: Minimize Impact on Environment
 • No direct impacts to sensitive plant resources of site, such as Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
    Mountain’s Dudleya.
 • Retain high proportion (86%) of oak trees on-site (118/136 preserved).
 • Individual lots sites to minimize fuel modification impacts to sensitive plant species.
 • Landscape “almost exclusively” with native plant species.  Plant species for roadways, slopes and open space areas 
    should be Santa Monica Mountain native species, which grow in the local environment.  Use native species in 
    informal patterns.  Use plants with low-water requirements.  Group together plants of similar water use.  
    Plantings should provide habitat to reconnect wildlife corridors of disturbed areas.
 • Use of ornamental species restricted to individual landscape lots for accent and interest.
 • Use mulch extensively to conserve water.
 • Install efficient irrigation systems that may include drip irrigation and soil moisture sensors.
 • Construction and maintenance activities should include proper use, handling, and storage of pesticides, 
     herbicides, and insecticides to prevent mixing of such  materials with storm waters.

4
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Exhibit 1 
Conceptual Landscape Master Plan
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Section 3 - Landscape Design Guidelines

3.1   OVERVIEW
 
The purpose of the design guidelines is to establish concepts and standards that will contribute to the visual 
character of the Triangle Ranch community identity.  A key to the development of a coordinated project image 
and identity are the project-wide enhancement of local streets, entries and open space.  These 
elements are designed to provide a varied and high quality functional and visual experience within the project.  
The design development of the project focuses on the following areas:

 •  The unification of structural elements of the plan in order to present a coordinated project image;
 •  Incorporation of building and plant materials indigenous to and compatible with the project area in 
      order to develop a project image that is not only unique for Triangle Ranch but that blends 
      harmoniously with the surrounding environment and built community;
 •  Provision for enhanced entries and open spaces; 

The landscaping plan shall reflect the following water conservation methods, whenever feasible: landscape with 
low water using plants, group plants of similar water use to reduce over-irrigation of low water using plants; use 
mulch extensively, since mulch applied on top of soil will improve the water holding capacity of the soil by 
reducing evaporation and soil compaction; and install efficient irrigation systems that minimize runoff and 
evaporation and maximize the water that will reach the plant roots.  Drip irrigation, soil moisture sensors and 
automatic irrigation systems are a few methods of increasing irrigation efficiency.

Landscape Design Goals:
 •  Reinforce the community identity of Triangle Ranch through control of project design elements such 
      as architecture, landscaping, color, paving, walls, fencing, signage, entry treatments, and circulation
 •  Consider topographic, geologic, hydrologic and environmental opportunities and constraints to create 
      a planned community that conforms to the condition of the land
 •  Provide in-depth plant palettes and plant photograph for all planting areas
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Procedures to Conserve Site Resources
Topsoil  
Stockpile native topsoil at onset of grading process.  Use topsoil to amend restoration slopes during final 
grading. The topsoil/mulch salvage operation involves running heavy equipment over the ground sur-
face to crush all small, leftover brush into the surface soil.  After the brush is crushed, the combination of 
mineral soil, organic mulch, and crushed brush is collected by excavating to a depth of 4-6 inches below 
the soil surface.  The amount collected will be determined by how much topsoil is present, and will vary 
throughout the salvage areas.  The soil/mulch is stockpiled, and later applied to all graded slopes, and com-
pacted in place by a studded roller-compactor. 

Rocks and Boulders
Conservation of rock/boulders for construction of walls, for naturalistic landscape display, and for open 
space areas.  Stockpile larger specimens of native rock existing on surface for incorporation onto graded 
slopes.

Chaparral Yucca and Soap Plant
Salvaging, storage and transplantation of a limited number of existing chaparral yuccas (Yucca whipplei 
ssp. intermedia) to open space areas and soap plant bulbs (Chlorogalum pomeridianum) to grassland areas.  

Native Tree and Shrub Mulch
Conversion of branches of all native trees and large shrubs removed through project development into 
mulch to cover ground between plantings.

Plant Palette Concept:
These Design Guidelines dinstinguish the developed portion of Triangle Ranch into five (5) areas:  
 Entries
 Kanan Road & Cornell Road Right-of-Ways
 Kanan Road Slope Treatment
 Frontyards
 Privately Owned Native Planted Slopes
 
Each area has its own individual plant palette.  The plant palettes are comprised of Santa Monica Mountain 
natives, California natives, and regionally compatible, non-invasive, ornamental species which are adapted to similar 
water-uses and exposures.  Refer to Exhibits 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3 for the Landscape Zone Diagrams.  Refer to section 3.6  
for the plant palettes, and section 3.8 for photographs of each species. 

Beyond the developed areas, are the Fuel Modification zones and the undisturbed portions, or Open Space, of the 
Triangle Ranch property.  Refer to section 3.4.1 for information regarding Fuel Modification.  Outside of the Fuel 
Modification zones, the Open Space of Triangle Ranch will remain as it exists today and should be dedicated to a 
public entity such as the Santa Monica Mountains Conservacy.   Relocation of endangered species and/or necessary 
mitigation with Santa Monica Mountains native species may occur in these areas.  

7
ENVICOM

CORP.



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, NUVIS 8

3.2   COMMUNITY  ENTRY  TREATMENTS
3.2.1    Monumentation and Signage
Careful consideration has been given to the design of the Triangle Ranch community entries.  The design intent 
is the creation of subtle gateways into the project, a feeling of a “sense of arrival”, as well as to provide an 
aesthetically pleasing entry statement in line with the community thematic framework and consistent with 
surrounding neighborhoods.  Entry monumentation will provide initial definition for the site at key access 
points.  Project entries shall be designed with landscaping and architectural treatments that project a high quality 
image, yet rustic character, for the development of the community.  (See Exhibits 2.1 and 2.2)

3.2.2    Lighting
The lighting concept of the entry monumentation features is to minimally illuminate the sign graphics and to 
gently wash the pilasters and portions of the walls with light.  Trees and their landscape features will be 
illuminated by ambient light bounding off the entrance walls.

3.2.3    Planting Concept
Native species in informal meandering patterns reflective of the surrounding natural landscape character will be 
used at the entry treatments.  (See Exhibits 2.1 and 2.2)

Exhibit 2.1
Entry Monumentation - Kanan Road
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Exhibit 2.2
Entry Monumentation - Cornell Road
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3.3   KANAN ROAD
3.3.1    Design Concepts

Exhibit 3
Kanan Road (North)  Right-of-way  Concept

SECTION

PLAN

PERSPECTIVE
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Exhibit 4
Kanan Road (South) Right-of-way Concept

SECTION

PLAN

PERSPECTIVE
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3.3.2    Lighting (Vehicular & Pedestrian)
All streets in Triangle Ranch shall have uniform lighting standards with regard to style, materials, and colors in 
order to ensure consistent design.  Lighting fixtures shall be low-key (as not to effect the night sky)  and well 
integrated into the visual environment and the appropriate architectural theme.  
 
3.3.3    Signage
Consistent with the overall architectural character of the project, all signage within Triangle Ranch shall be of a 
relatively low-key appearance.  Signage should incorporate the same forms and materials as the entry and walls.

3.3.4    Curbing/Roadway Materials
Roadways shall blend with the existing materials of Kanan Road and Cornell Road.  Key intersections and entries 
may be enhanced with natural colored and/or textured concrete enrichments.  Curbing  shall be rolled-type in 
areas applicable.
  
3.3.5    Fencing/Walls
Fencing within Triangle Ranch shall be view-type and constructed of materials consistent with the architectural 
character.  Any necessary retaining walls should be planted in such a manner as to screen them from view and 
soften the overall feel of the structure.

3.3.6    Planting Concept
Native species in informal patterns reflective of the surrounding natural landscape character will be used along the 
right-of-ways/streetscapes.  To acheive the look and function of berming without invasive grading activities, large 
and medium size native shrub species should be planted in meandering drifts.  Understory shrubs, groundcovers, 
grasses, and perennials should be utilized in natural patterns.    (See Exhibit 3.1, 3.2, and 4)

12
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3.4   OPEN SPACE,  ENVIRONMENT

3.4.1   Fuel Modification
The Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines (adopted January 1998) require 
all subdivisions within areas designated as a Very High Fire Hazad Severity Zone to provide a fuel modification 
plan.  The Plan must establish a 200-foot wide fuel modification area that is subdivided into three distinct 
zones.  According to the Plan Guidelines, “a fuel modification zone is a strip of land where combustible native 
or ornamental vegetation has been modified and/or partially or totally replaced with drought tolerant, fire 
resistant plants”.  Each fuel modification zone has specific improvement and maintenenace requirements.  
Since the proposed project does not depict specific locations for houses or other combustible structures, the 
Fuel Modification Plan locates the 200’ wide fuel modification zone adjacent to the rear and/or side of each 
proposed residential building pad.  Fuel modification will be customized to provide for adquate fire protection 
and species protection.  Clearance will be conducted by the Home Owner’s Association in ways specified in the 
CCR’s.  

The Fuel Modification Plan is shown on Exhibit 5.  Exhibit 6 presents a representative cross-section of the 
fuel modification zones.  Local Fire Department representatives have stated that stands of Endangered Species 
located within a Fuel Modification area can be protected through careful timing of Fuel Modification activities 
to occur after the blooming period and/or selective removal of any non-native fuel species located near or 
within the stand.

For additional and more detailed information on Fuel Modification plans for Triangle Ranch, refer to the 
Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan dated June 22, 2007 by Envicom Corporation.

13
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Exhibit 5
Fuel Modification Plan

14

NOTE: For additional and more detailed information on Fuel Modification 
plans for Triangle Ranch, refer to the Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan 
dated June 22, 2007 by Envicom Corporation.
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Exhibit 6
Fuel Modification Cross-sections

15

NOTE: For additional and more detailed information on Fuel Modification 
for Triangle Ranch, refer to the Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan dated 
June 22, 2007 by Envicom Corporation.
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Zone A is a 20’ wide “Setback Zone” located immediately adjacent to combustible structures (i.e., houses), 
attached accessory structures, appendages and projects.  Most of the vegetation within this zone is limited 
to groundcover, lawns and a select number of ornamental plants (e.g., herbaceous perennials or low shrubs).   
Preliminary discussions with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department indicate that the rare and endangered 
species located within Zone A will not require removal because they are annuals.  Zone A is an irrigated zone; 
however, irrigation in the vicinity of native Oak trees will be located beyond the dripline and directed away from 
the trees.

Zone B is an “Irrigation Zone” located adjacent to Zone A.  Usually extending 100 feet from the edge of 
combustible structures (80’ from the edge of Zone A), the width of Zone B will be determined on a lot by lot basis 
and will vary depending on possible site conditions such as grading, vegetation to be preserved, etc.  With the 
possible exception of specimen native vegetation that is approved for retention, “irrigated surface fuels” in this zone 
will be maintained at a height not to exceed 18 inches.  Remaining native vegetation will be thinned out to provide 
a 30-foot distance between any tree canopies and a separation distance between shrubs which is a minimum of 
three times the diameter of the shrub.  Special consideration will be given to the rare and endangered plant species 
located within Zone B.  Preliminary conversations with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department indicated 
that such species in Zone B will not require removal; however, such species are not compatible with supplemental 
irrigation.

Zone C is a “thinning zone” located adjacent to Zone B.  The width of Zone C will vary depending on the ultimate 
designated width of Zone B, but averages about 100 feet in width.  However, the combined width of Zones A, B 
and C will not exceed 200 feet except under very unusual conditions.  Fuel modification within Zone C entails 
removal of undesirable existing vegetation, thinning of natural vegetation and removal of lowest 18 inches of 
vegetation from the ground (excluding rare or endangered species),  and some replacement planting if necessary to 
meet minimum slope coverage requirements.

3.4.2    Drainage
Open space areas should be designed and graded in such a way as to minimize any additional project runoff into 
Medea Creek through plantings.  The slopes of the earthen Debris Basin shall be planted with appropriate native 
species.

3.4.3   Planting Concept
Native species in informal patterns will provide a smooth transition into the surrounding natural environment, 
connecting the community with the local habitat and wildlife corridors.

16
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3.5  Front Yards
3.5.1  Design Concept

Exhibit 7.1
Sample Front Yard Landscape Concept Plan

17



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, NUVIS

3.5.2  Materials
Natural materials like boulders, stone, rock, and decomposed granite from local sources should be used in the 
design of the front yards.  Utilizing these materials in a variety of horizontal plane and vertical plane applications 
will provide community design continuity and help to achieve a neighborhood with the appearance of having 
evolved over time.  (See Exhibit 6.2 below)

3.5.3  Planting Concept
Planting for the Individual Lots should compliment the architecture and be informal in character.  Plant species 
may be a mix of natives and water-use appropriate, non-invasive ornamentals grouped into zones based upon 
exposure/microclimate conditions.  (See Exhibit 7.2 below and Section 3.6, Plant Palette)

18

Exhibit 7.2
Sample Front Yard Landscape Imagery
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North Area
See Enlargement

South Area
See Enlargement

Exhibit 8.1
Overall Landscape Zone Diagram

19
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Exhibit 8.2
North Area Enlargement - Landscape Zone Diagram
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Exhibit 8.3
South Area Enlargement - Landscape Zone Diagram

21
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3.6 PLANT PALETTES

The planting design intent for the developed portions of the Triangle Ranch is to utilize species native to the Santa 
Monica Mountains and Triangle Ranch property, species native to California, and non-invasive species adapted to 
the surrounding Oak Woodland, Riparian Woodland, Valley Grassland, and Chaparral communities in patterns 
that closely resemble the natural distribution found in the undisturbed areas.  

Native status of species
The following plant palettes provide indication of the native status of each species.  Information is based upon plant 
species distribution data from the Calflora Database (www.calflora.org), the UC Jepson Flora Project 
(ucjeps.berkeley.edu), and documentation prepared for these Design Guidelines by Envicom Coroporation.
 
 One asterisk*    Species native to California
 
 Two asterisks**  Species native to Santa Monica Mountains
 
 Three asterisks***  Species documented as native to Triangle Ranch
           (Documented in Biota Report for the Beautiful Homes Site, Envicom Corporation, March 10.  
    1998, Appendix A, or observed by Mr. Tom Hayduk, Envicom Corporation on field visits in 
    August 2006.)
 
 (No asterisk)  Non-native species

Landscape Zone / Plant Palette Areas 
The developed areas of Triangle Ranch are divided into the following landscape zones.   Additionaly, two plant 
palettes are included to provide for specific Oak Tree and Mitigation situations. 
   
 ENTRIES        
 
 KANAN ROAD & CORNELL ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAYS   
 
 KANAN ROAD SLOPE TREATMENT    
 
 FRONT YARDS        
 
 PRIVATELY OWNED NATIVE PLANTED SLOPE    
 
           OAK TREE  PALETTE       
 
           MITIGATION - LARGE SHRUBS       
 
Refer to Exhibits 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3  for the Landscape Zone Diagram. 

Note: The Front Yards zone contains several non-native, non-invasive species adapted to the local climate, with some special 
selections for use in microclimatic areas created by structures (ie. Camelia for a shady north facing spot close to the dwelling).  
The Front Yards palette may be expanded to include any of the locally native species listed.

22
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ENTRIES

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Cercis occidentalis*   Western Redbud   Deciduous flowering accent, 6-16’x10’-20’
Lyonothamnus flor. ssp. asplenifolius*  Fernleaf Catalina Ironwood  Evergreen feature, 20-35’x10’-15’
Platanus racemosa* **   California Sycamore  Deciduous feature, 40’x30’
Populus fremontii***   Western Cottonwood  Deciduous, 40’-60’x20’-30’
Quercus agrifolia ssp. a.***   Coast Live Oak   Evergreen oak, 20’-50’x35’+
Quercus lobata***    Valley Oak   Deciduous oak, fall color, 40’-60’x40’-60’

LARGE SHRUBS
Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*   California Grape   Evergreen, 5’x5’
Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*   Mountain Lilac   Evergreen flowering, 12’-20’x15’-20’
Rhamnus crocea*    Redberry    Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Artemisia californica***   California Sagebrush  Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-5’x3’-5’
Ceanothus ‘Wheeler Canyon’*  Blue Mountain Lilac  Evergreen accent, showy flowers, 4’x4’ 
Epilobium canum ssp. canum***  California-fuchsia  Evergreen accent, showy, Crib wall, 2’x4’
Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’*  Ken Taylor Flannel Bush  Evergreen, showy flowers, 3’-4’x6’-8’
 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Armeria maritima ssp. californica*  California Sea Pink  Understory masses, 8”-12”x 8”-12”
Heuchera hyb.*    Coral Bells   Accent drifts, Understory, 12”-18”x12”-18”
Iris douglasiana - Hybrids*   Alum Root Hybrids  Mixed Accent Drifts, Understory, 12”-18”x1’-2’
Keckiella cordifolia***   Heart-leaf Penstemon  Vining shrub, likes cool roots, 3’x4’

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Elymus glaucus**    Blue Wild Rye   Bunchgrass, under oaks, 3’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Muhlenbergia rigens**   Deergrass   Use with Sycamores, 3’x3’
Sisyrinchium bellum***   Blue-Eyed Grass   Reseeds, 1’x1’
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KANAN ROAD & CORNELL ROAD RIGHT-OF-wAYS

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Mimulus (Diplacus) aurantiacus***  Bush Monkey Flower  Evergreen (Hydroseed) 2’-3’x2’-3’
Symphoricarpos mollis**   Creeping Snowberry  Deciduous, wildlife value, 2’x3’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Eriogonum elo. var. elongatum***  Long-Stem Buckwheat  Tough, 2’x1’(Hydroseed)
Penstemon hetero. var. australis***  Foothill Penstemon  Abundant flowers, 1’x2’
Salvia spathacea**    Hummingbird Sage  Attracts Hummingbirds, 12”-18”(Hydroseed)
Venegasia carpesioides***   Canyon Sunflower  Bright yellow sunflower, 3’x3’

GROUNDCOvERS
Achillea millefolium**   Common Yarrow   Can be turf substitute,1’-2’x1’-2’ (Hydroseed)

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**  California Barley   Bunchgrass , 2’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Nassella pulchra***    Purple Needle Grass  California state grass, 2’x1’ (Hydroseed)

wILDFLOwERS
Eschscholzia california**   California Poppy   6”-15” (Hydroseed)
Gilia capitata**    Globe Gilia   Robust, 2’ (Hydroseed)
Lupinus bicolor**    Annual Lupine   (Hydroseed )
Lupinus latifolius**   Big-leaf Lupine   (Hydroseed)
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KANAN ROAD SLOPE TREATMENT

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Platanus racemosa* **   California Sycamore  Deciduous feature, 40’x30’
Populus fremontii***   Western Cottonwood  Deciduous, 40’-60’x20’-30’

LARGE SHRUBS
Aesculus californica*   California Buckeye  Deciduous flowering, 15’-30’x15’-30’ 
Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*   California Grape   Evergreen, 5’x5’
Ceanothus ‘Concha’*   California Mountain Lilac  Evergreen flowering, 5’-6’x8’-10’
Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*   Mountain Lilac   Evergreen flowering, 12’-20’x12’-20’
Heteromeles arbutifolia**   Toyon    Evergreen, wildlife value, 8’-20’x10’-20’
Holodiscus discolor**   Cream Bush   Deciduous, flowering, 6’x8’, showy
Mahonia ‘Golden Abundance’*  Oregon Grape Hybrid  Evergreen shrub, fruit, 4’-8’x4’-6’
Prunus ilicifolia ssp. ilicifolia***  Hollyleaf Cherry   Evergreen flowering, slow to 25’
Quercus berberidifolia***   Scrub Oak   Evergreen, 6’x6’
Rhamnus californica ssp. california***  California Coffeeberry  Evergreen shrub, 5’x5’
Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’*  Coffeeberry   Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Rhamnus crocea*    Redberry    Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Artemisia californica***   California Sagebrush  Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-5’x3’-5’
Brickellia californica***   California Brickelbush  Deciduous, fragrant, Crib wall, 4’x3’
Epilobium canum ssp. canum***  California-fuchsia  Evergreen accent, showy, Crib wall, 2’x4’
Eriogonum fas. ssp. foliolosum***  California Buckwheat  Evergreen, wildlife value, (Hydroseed)
Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’*  Ken Taylor Flannel Bush  Evergreen, showy flowers, 3’-4’x6’-8’
Mimulus (Diplacus) aurantiacus***  Bush Monkey Flower  Evergreen, Crib wall (Containers) 
Ribes aureum var. gracillimum***  Golden Currant   Deciduous, wildlife value
Ribes speciosum***   Fuchsia Flowering Gooseberry Deciduous, wildlife value
Rosa californica***   California Wild Rose  Deciduous, showy flowers 
Salvia apiana***    White Sage   Evergreen (Hydroseed)
Symphoricarpos mollis**   Creeping Snowberry  Deciduous, wildlife value, 2’x3’
Woodwardia fimbriata**   Giant Chain Fern   Fern, 4’x4’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Acourtia microcephala***   Sacapellote   Slope stabilizer, 3’x2’, (Hydroseed)
Dudleya pulverulenta***   Chalk Dudleya   Succluent, Crib wall, 1’x1’
Keckiella cordifolia***   Heart-leaf Penstemon  Vining shrub, likes cool roots, 3’x4’
Lotus scoparius var. scoparius***  Deerweed   Yellow pea flowers, 2’x3’ (Hydroseed)
Penstemon centranthifolius**  Scarlet Bugler   Accent, Crib wall
Penstemon hetero. var. australis***  Foothill Penstemon  Abundant flowers , Crib wall, 1’x2’
Solidago californica**   California Goldenrod  Attracts butterflies, Spreading habit
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KANAN ROAD SLOPE TREATMENT (Cont.)

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

GROUNDCOvERS
Achillea millefolium**   Common Yarrow   Can be turf substitute (Hydroseed)
Baccharis pilularis ‘Twin Peaks’*  Coyote Brush   12”-18”x6’-12” 
Ceanothus griseus ‘Yankee Point’*  Yankee Point Ceanothus  North & East slopes, 2’-3’x8’-10’

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Elymus glaucus**    Blue Wild Rye   Bunchgrass, under oaks, 3’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Leymus condensatus***   Giant Wildrye   Tall, good on slopes, 6’x3’
Muhlenbergia rigens**   Deergrass   Use with Sycamores, 1’-3’x2’-3’
Sisyrinchium bellum***   Blue-Eyed Grass   Reseeds, 8”-12”

wILDFLOwERS
Chorizanthe staticoides***   Turkish Rugging   (Hydroseed)
Lupinus bicolor**    Annual Lupine   (Hydroseed )
Lupinus latifolius**   Big-leaf Lupine   (Hydroseed)
Madia elegans***    Common Madia   (Hydroseed)

vINES
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata***  Chaparral Honeysuckle  Evergreen, wildlife value, under oaks
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FRONT YARDS  

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Agonis flexuosa    Peppermint Tree   Evergreen accent, 25’-35’
Alnus rhombifolia**   White Alder   Evergreen shade, 30’-60’
Cercis occidentalis*   Western Redbud   Deciduous flowering accent, 6-16’x10’-20’
Chitalpa tashkentensis   Chitalpa    Deciduous flowering accent, 20’-30’ 
Lagerstroemia indica   Crape Myrtle   Deciduous flowering accent, 15’-25’
Lyonothamnus flor. ssp. asplenifolius*  Fernleaf Catalina Ironwood  Evergreen feature, 20-35’x10’-15’
Platanus racemosa* **   California Sycamore  Deciduous feature, 40’x30’
Pyrus calleryana ‘Stone Hill’   Stone Hill Callery Pear  Deciduous flowering, fall color, 15’-25’
Quercus agrifolia ssp. a.***   Coast Live Oak   Evergreen oak, 20’-50’x35’+

LARGE SHRUBS
Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*   California Grape   Evergreen, 5’x5’
Camellia sp.    Camellia    Evergreen flowering, shade 
Rhamnus crocea*    Redberry    Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Ceanothus ‘Wheeler Canyon’*  Blue Mountain Lilac  Evergreen accent, showy flowers 
Cistus purpureus    Orchid Rockrose   Evergreen accent, showy flowers
Epilobium canum ssp. canum***  California-fuchsia  Evergreen accent, showy
Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’*  Ken Taylor Flannel Bush  Evergreen, showy flowers
Grevillea ‘Noellii’   NCN    Evergreen accent 
Lavandula angustifolia   English Lavender   Evergreen, fragrant
Rosmarinus officinals   Rosemary   Evergreen, foundation
Salvia leucantha    Mexican Bush Sage  Evergreen, showy flowers
Santolina chamaecyparissus  Lavender Cotton   Evergreen, showy flowers

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Armeria maritima ssp. californica*  California Sea Pink  Understory masses 
Heuchera hyb.*    Coral Bells   Accent drifts, Understory
Iris douglasiana - Hybrids*   Alum Root Hybrids  Mixed Accent Drifts, Understory
Keckiella cordifolia***   Heart-leaf Penstemon  Vining shrub, likes cool roots, 3’x4’
Penstemon centranthifolius**  Scarlet Bugler   Accent

GROUNDCOvERS
Achillea millefolium**   Common Yarrow   Can be turf substitute (Hydroseed)
Artemisia californica ‘Montara’*  Montara Sagebrush  Dense mat, aromatic, 2’x4’
Arctostaphylos ‘Pacific Mist’ *  Pacific Mist Manzanita  Red Stems, 2’x5’-6’ 
Baccharis pilularis ‘Twin Peaks’*  Coyote Brush   Small toothed leaves, 1’x4’ 
Cotoneaster dammeri ‘Lowfast’  Bearberry Cotoneaster  Masses, 12”x 12’-15’ 
Salvia leucophylla ‘Point Sal’*  Point Sal Spreader   Fast growth, 3’x6’
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FRONT YARDS (Cont.)  

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Helictotrichon sempervirens  Blue Oak Grass   Accent masses, 1’-2’x1’-2’ 
Leymus condensatus***   Giant Wildrye   Tall, good on slopes, 6’x3’
Muhlenbergia rigens**   Deergrass   Use with Sycamores, 3’x3’
Pennisetum set. ‘Rubrum’   Red Fountain Grass  Large accent, 3’-5’x2’-5’
Phormium tenax    New Zealand Flax   Many colors and sizes, accent
Sisyrinchium bellum***   Blue-Eyed Grass   Reseeds, 8”-12”

vINES
Bougainvillea sp.    Bougainvillea   Evergreen, Colorful
Vitis girdiana**    Southern Calif. Grape  Deciduous
Rubus ursinus**    California Blackberry  Deciduous, fruit, needs water
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PRIvATELY OwNED NATIvE PLANTED SLOPE

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Populus fremontii***   Western Cottonwood  Deciduous, 40’-60’x20’-30’
Quercus lobata***    Valley Oak   Deciduous oak, fall color, 40’-60’x40’-60’

LARGE SHRUBS
Baccharis pilularis ssp. consanguinea**  Coyote Brush   Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-6’
Heteromeles arbutifolia**   Toyon    Evergreen, wildlife value, 8’-20’x10’-20’
Holodiscus discolor**   Cream Bush   Deciduous flowering, 6’x8’ 
Quercus berberidifolia***   Scrub Oak   Evergreen, dense foliage, 6’x6’
Rhamnus californica ssp. california***  California Coffeeberry  Evergreen, fruit bering, 5x5
Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’*  Coffeeberry   Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Rhus ovata***    Sugar Bush   Evergreen flowering, 15’-20’x15’-25’
Sambucus mexicana***   Blue Elderberry   Deciduous, wildlife value, 15’x20’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Brickellia californica***   California Brickelbush  Deciduous, fragrant, Crib wall, 4’x3’
Eriogonum fas. ssp. foliolosum***  California Buckwheat  Evergreen, wildlife value, (Hyrdoseed)
Hazardia squ. var. grindelioides***  Saw-Toothed Goldenbush  Perennial (Hydroseed), 3’x5’ 
Ribes aureum var. gracillimum***  Golden Currant   Deciduous, wildlife value
Rosa californica***   California Wild Rose  Deciduous, showy flowers, 4’x6’ 
Salvia apiana***    White Sage   Evergreen, 3’-5’x3’-4’ (Hydroseed)
Woodwardia fimbriata**   Giant Chain Fern   Fern, 4’x4’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Acourtia microcephala***   Sacapellote   Slope stabilizer, 3’x2’ (Hydroseed)
Artemisia douglasiana***   Mugwort   Aromatic, 3’x3’
Asclepias fascicularis***   Narrow-leaf Milkweed  Attracts Monarchs, Winter dormant, 3’x3’
Dudleya pulverulenta***   Chalk Dudleya   Succluent, Crib wall, 1’x1’
Eriogonum elo. var. elongatum***  Long-Stem Buckwheat  Tough, 2’x1’, (Hydroseed)
Helianthus gracilentus***   Slender Sunflower  Attracts butterflies, 3’x2’ (Hydroseed)
Lotus scoparius var. scoparius***  Deerweed   Yellow pea flowers, 2’x3’ (Hydroseed)
Penstemon hetero. var. australis***  Foothill Penstemon  Abundant flowers , Crib wall, 1’x2’
Potentilla glan.ssp. glandulosa***  Sticky Cinqufoil   Small flowers, 1’x2’ 
Salvia spathacea**    Hummingbird Sage  Attracts Hummingbirds, (Hydroseed)
Solidago californica**   California Goldenrod  Attracts butterflies, Spreading habit, 2’x3’
Venegasia carpesioides***   Canyon Sunflower  Bright yellow sunflower, 3’x3’
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PRIvATELY OwNED NATIvE PLANTED SLOPE (Cont.)

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Chlorogalum pomeridianum***  Soap Plant   Bulb, basal leaves, tall flower stalks, 3’x1’
Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**  California Barley   Bunchgrass, 2’x1’, (Hydroseed)
Leymus condensatus***   Giant Wildrye   Tall, good on slopes, 6’x3’
Nassella pulchra***    Purple Needle Grass  California state grass, 2’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Yucca whipplei ssp. intermedia***  Our Lord’s Candle   Accent (relocated from site)

wILDFLOwERS
Eschscholzia california**   California Poppy   (Hydroseed)
Chorizanthe staticoides***   Turkish Rugging   Attract butterflies, 3’x2’ (Hydroseed)
Clarkia unguiculata***   Elegant Clarkia    (Hydroseed)
Eriophyllum confertiflorum var. c.***  Golden Yarrow   (Hydroseed)
Gilia capitata**    Globe Gilia   Robust (Hydroseed)
Hemizonia fasciculata***   Slender Tarweed   (Hydroseed)
Lupinus bicolor**    Annual Lupine   (Hydroseed )
Lupinus latifolius**   Big-leaf Lupine   (Hydroseed)
Madia elegans***    Common Madia   (Hydroseed)
Phacelia tanacetifolia**   Lacy Phacelia   Heavy bloom (Hydroseed)
Trichostema lanceolatum***   Vinegar Weed   Aromatic (Hydroseed)

vINES
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata***  Chaparral Honeysuckle  Evergreen, wildlife value, under oaks
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OAK TREE PALETTE

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME   COMMENTS

TREES
Quercus agrifolia ssp. a.***   Coast Live Oak   Evergreen oak, 20’-50’x35’+
Quercus lobata***    Valley Oak   Deciduous oak, fall color, 40’-60’x40’-60’

MEDIUM SHRUB
Ribes speciosum***   Fuchsia Flowered Gooseberry Deciduous, wildlife value, 4’-8’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Potentilla glan.ssp. glandulosa***  Sticky Cinqufoil   
Salvia spathacea**    Hummingbird Sage  Attracts Hummingbirds, 12”-18” (Hydroseed)
Venegasia carpesioides***   Canyon Sunflower  Bright yellow sunflower, 1’x2’

GRASS
Elymus glaucus**    Blue Wild Rye   Bunchgrass, under oaks, 3’x1’ (Hydroseed)

vINE
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata***  Chaparral Honeysuckle  Evergreen, wildlife value, under oaks

MITIGATION - LARGE SHRUBS

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME   COMMENTS

LARGE SHRUBS
Aesculus californica*   California Buckeye  Deciduous flowering,  
Ceanothus ‘Concha’*   California Mountain Lilac  Evergreen flowering, 5’-6’x8’-10’
Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*   Mountain Lilac   Evergreen flowering, 12’-20’x15’-20’
Heteromeles arbutifolia**   Toyon    Evergreen, wildlife value, 8’-20’x10’-20’
Holodiscus discolor**   Cream Bush   Deciduous flowering, 6’x8’ 
Mahonia ‘Golden Abundance’*  Oregon Grape Hybrid  Evergreen, fruit, 4’-8’x4’-6’
Prunus ilicifolia ssp. ilicifolia***  Hollyleaf Cherry   Evergreen flowering, slow to 25’
Quercus berberidifolia***   Scrub Oak   Evergreen, 6’x6’
Rhamnus californica ssp. california***  California Coffeeberry  Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Sambucus mexicana***   Blue Elderberry   Deciduous, wildlife value, 15’x20’

GRASSES
Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**  California Barley   Bunchgrass (Hydroseed)
Nassella pulchra***    Purple Needle Grass  California state grass (Hydroseed)
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Exhibit 9
Plant Photographs

The following pages provide photographs of the species listed on all of the palettes, organized by plant type and listed alphabetically 
by botanic name.   Colored squares indicate and correspond to the specific Landscape Zone/Plant Palette(s) in which the plant is 
listed (see page xx for more information).

Alnus rhombifolia**
White Alder

Agonis flexuosa
Peppermint Tree

Cercis occidentalis*
Western Redbud

TREES
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Chitalpa tashkentensis
Chitalpa 

Lagerstroemia indica
Crape Myrtle 

Lyonothamnus flor. ssp. asplenifolius*
Fernleaf Catalina Ironwood 

TREES (Cont.)
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TREES (Cont.)

Platanus racemosa***
California Sycamore 

Populus fremontii***
Western Cottonwood

Pyrus calleryana ‘Stone Hill’ 
Stone Hill Callery Pear (aka - Chanticleer, Stonehill, Glen’s Form)

The growth habit is
dense, narrowly
pyramidal, and evenly
branched with crisp,
glossy green foliage.
New growth shows a
reddish tint.  It has a
heavy abundance of
single white flowers in
the spring and
outstanding reddish-
orange to purple fall
color.

Mature height is 30-35
feet with a spread of
15-18 feet.

Cold hardy to
U.S.D.A.  Zone 5.

Stone Hill Flowering Pear

Pyrus calleryana ‘Stone Hill’

L.E. COOKE CO Excellence
in Bareroot

Since            1944 From the nurseries of
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U.S.D.A.  Zone 5.
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Quercus agrifolia ssp. a.*** 
Coast Live Oak 

Quercus lobata***
Valley Oak
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Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*
California Grape 

Aesculus californica*
California Buckeye

Camellia sp.
Camellia 

LARGE SHRUBS
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Baccharis pilularis ssp. consanguinea** 
Coyote Brush
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Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*
Mountain Lilac 

Ceanothus ‘Concha’*
California Mountain Lilac

Heteromeles arbutifolia**
Toyon 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Mahonia ‘Golden Abundance’*
Oregon Grape Hybrid

Holodiscus discolor**
Cream Bush

Prunus ilicifolia ssp. ilicifolia*** 
Hollyleaf Cherry 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Rhamnus californica ssp. california***   
California Coffeeberry

Quercus berberidifolia***
Scrub Oak

Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’* 
Coffeeberry 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)

39



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, NUVIS

Rhus ovata***
Sugar Bush

Rhamnus crocea*
Redberry 

Sambucus mexicana***
Blue Elderberry 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Ceanothus ‘Wheeler Canyon’*
Blue Mountain Lilac

Artemisia californica***
California Sagebrush 

Epilobium canum ssp. canum***
California-fuchsia 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS

Brickellia californica***
California Brickelbush 

Cistus purpureus
Orchid Rockrose
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Grevillea ‘Noellii’ 
NCN

Eriogonum fas. ssp. foliolosum***
California Buckwheat 

Hazardia squ. var. grindelioides*** 
Saw-Toothed Goldenbush 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS (Cont.)

Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’*
Ken Taylor Flannel Bush

Lavandula angustifolia 
English Lavender  
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Mimulus (Diplacus) aurantiacus***
Bush Monkey Flower 

Rosa californica***   
California Wild Rose 

Ribes aureum var. gracillimum*** 
Golden Currant

Ribes speciosum***   
Fuchsia Flowering Gooseberry 

Rosmarinus officinals  
Rosemary 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS (Cont.)

43



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, NUVIS

Salvia apiana***
White Sage 

Symphoricarpos mollis**  
Creeping Snowberry 

Salvia leucantha  
Mexican Bush Sage

Santolina chamaecyparissus  
Lavender Cotton 

Woodwardia fimbriata**
Giant Chain Fern 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Acourtia microcephala***
Sacapellote

Asclepias fascicularis*** 
Narrow-leaf Milkweed 

Armeria maritima ssp. californica* 
California Sea Pink

Artemisia douglasiana***  
Mugwort 

Dudleya pulverulenta***
Chalk Dudleya 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
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Eriogonum elo. var. elongatum***
Long-Stem Buckwheat

Iris douglasiana - Hybrids*
Alum Root Hybrids 

Helianthus gracilentus***
Slender Sunflower

Heuchera hybrids*
Coral Bells 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS (Cont.)

Keckiella cordifolia***
Heart-leaf Penstemon 

46



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2007, NUVIS

Lotus scoparius var. scoparius***
Deerweed

Potentilla glan.ssp. glandulosa***
Sticky Cinqufoil 

Penstemon centranthifolius**
Scarlet Bugler

Penstemon hetero. var. australis*** 
Foothill Penstemon 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS (Cont.)

Solidago californica**
California Goldenrod 
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Salvia spathacea**
Hummingbird Sage
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Achillea millefolium**
Common Yarrow 

Baccharis pilularis ‘Twin Peaks’*
Coyote Brush 

Artemisia californica ‘Montara’*
Montara Sagebrush

Arctostaphylos ‘Pacific Mist’* 
Pacific Mist Manzanita 

GROUNDCOVERS

Ceanothus griseus ‘Yankee Point’*
Yankee Point Ceanothus 
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Venegasia carpesioides***
Canyon Sunflower 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS (Cont.)
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Cotoneaster dammeri ‘Lowfast’
Bearberry Cotoneaster 

Elymus glaucus**
Blue Wild Rye 

Salvia leucophylla ‘Point Sal’* 
Point Sal Spreader 

Chlorogalum pomeridianum***
Soap Plant 

GROUNDCOVERS (Cont.)

Helictotrichon sempervirens
Blue Oak Grass

Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**
California Barley 

GRASSES/IRIS/LILY
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Muhlenbergia rigens**
Deergrass

Leymus condensatus***
Giant Wildrye

Nassella pulchra*** 
Purple Needle Grass

Pennisetum set. ‘Rubrum’
Red Fountain Grass 

GRASSES/IRIS/LILY (Cont.)

Phormium tenax
New Zealand Flax

Sisyrinchium bellum***
Blue-Eyed Grass 
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Chorizanthe staticoides***
Turkish Rugging

Eschscholzia california**
California Poppy

Clarkia unguiculata***
Elegant Clarkia

Eriophyllum confertiflorum var. c.***
Golden Yarrow 

WILDFLOWERS

Gilia capitata**
Globe Gilia

Hemizonia fasciculata***
Slender Tarweed 
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Lupinus latifolius**
Big-leaf Lupine

Lupinus bicolor**
Annual Lupine

Madia elegans***
Common Madia

Phacelia tanacetifolia**
Lacy Phacelia 

WILDFLOWERS (Cont.)

Trichostema lanceolatum***
Vinegar Weed 
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Vitis girdiana**
Southern Calif. Grape

Bougainvillea sp.
Bougainvillea

Rubus ursinus**
California Blackberry

Lonicera subspicata var. denudata***
Chaparral Honeysuckle 

VINES

Yucca whipplei ssp. intermedia***
Our Lord’s Candle 

RELOCATED SPECIES
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3.7  EndangErEd SpEciES  

Existing stands of Lyons pentacheta shall remain and be protected.  Refer to the Landscape Zone Diagrams, 
Exhibits 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3.  Stands of Lyons pentachaeta located within Fuel Modification Zones shall be 
protected.  Refer to section 3.4.1, Fuel Modification for additional information.

General Species Description and Status

Pentachaeta lyonii is a 6 to 48 cm (2.4 to 18.9 in.) tall annual in the aster family (Asteraceae) with yellow flowers that bloom in late 
spring (April to June).  Pentachaeta lyonii is found on clay soils in ecotonal areas between grasslands and shrublands.  The grassland 
habitat in which Pentachaeta lyonii occurs is largely dominated by introduced old world grass and herb genera such as Avena, 
Brassica, Bromus, Centaurea, and Erodium. Several native plant species are present in these grasslands, including the bunch grass 
Nassella pulchra.  Pentachaeta lyonii occupies pocket grassland sites that intergrade with shrublands, and the edges of roads and trails. 
Species typically associated with P. lyonii include Chorizanthe staticoides (turkish rugging), Calochortus catalinae (Catalina 
mariposa lily), Nassella pulchra (purple needle-grass), and annual members of the phlox family (Polemoniaceae) (Thomas and 
Danielsen 1984).  Habitat of P. lyonii is characterized by a low percentage of total plant cover and exposed soils with a microbiotic 
crust (Belnap 1990), partially assisting in reducing competition with other species.  Primary threats include those that eliminate 
populations during construction. Secondary threats include the influence of the project on the surrounding environment in the form 
of local disturbance facilitating the introduction of competitive weeds and alteration of ecosystem processes.

 ( Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Register Environmental Documents - http://www.epa.gov/docs/fedrgstr/
EPA-SPECIES/1997/January/Day-29/e2059.htm )

Pentachaeta lyonii (Chaetopappa lyonii)
Lyons pentachaeta/Pygmy Daisy
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Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia 
Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya
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Existing stands of Dudleya shall remain and be protected.
(Triangle Ranch Draft Environmental Impact Report, March 2005)  

Refer to the Landscape Zone Diagrams, Exhibits 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3.  Stands of Dudleya located within Fuel 
Modification Zones shall be protected.  Refer to section 3.4.1, Fuel Modification for additional information.

General Species Description and Status

D. cymosa ssp. ovatifolia has rosette leaves that are evergreen rather than withering in the summer. Leaves are 2 to 5 cm (0.8 to 2 in.) 
long and 1.5 to 2.5 cm (0.6 to 1 in.) wide; floral stems are 4 to 15 cm (1.6 to 6.0 in.) tall; corollas are pale yellow (Munz 1974). Dud-
leya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia is found scattered along exposed north-facing slopes of the Santa Monica Mountains from near Westlake 
Village to Agoura, and in deep canyon bottoms along lower Malibu Creek and Topanga Creek.  Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia is 
found on rock outcrops with  forms specific to sedimentary conglomerate or volcanic breccia (Nakai 1987, Natural Diversity Data 
Base (NDDB) 1994).  Less than ten occurrences have been reported, each consisting of no more than several hundred individuals. 
While future surveys may locate additional occurrences of the “Agoura’’ form along the northern slopes of the Santa Monica Moun-
tains, the limited amount of habitat available makes it unlikely that the total number of individuals will exceed several thousand 
(NDDB 1994).  
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Section 4 - Architectural Design Guidelines

4.1   INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the Architectural Design Guidelines is to promote a rich architectural diversity to the 
neighborhoods of Triangle Ranch in which the homes blend gracefully into the surrounding rural environment 
of the site. The goal is to acheive a neighborhood with the appearance of having evolved over time, rather 
than one that seems to have suddenly appeared overnight. There are many architectural styles that provide the 
character and details that would reinforce this overall neighborhood concept, while there are other styles that 
are clearly not appropriate. The following lists provide examples of the acceptable and unacceptable architectural 
styles for Triangle Ranch. Please refer to Exhibit 10, Architectural Imagery, for examples that are characteristic 
of the acceptable styles and Exhibit 10B Unacceptable Architectural Imagery, for example characteristic of 
unacceptable styles. 
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Acceptable Architectural Styles

•   Tuscan Farmhouse   •   Hacienda
•   Provence     •   Pueblo
•   California Ranch    •   Monterey
•   Prairie Ranch    •   Craftsman
•   European Country   •   American Farmhouse
•   Tudor

Unacceptable Architectural Styles

•   Modern
•   French Mansard
•   Andalusian
•   Spanish Colonial
•   Contemporary Mediterranean
•   Formal Italian
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Exhibit10
Architectural Imagery
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Exhibit 10
Architectural Imagery
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Exhibit 10
Architectural Imagery
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Exhibit 10 B
Unacceptable Architectural Imagery
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4.2   GARAGE AND DRIVEWAY TREATMENTS

Careful consideration should be given to the placement of garages to minimize the impact of garage doors on 
neighborhood streets.

The following garage types are permitted within Triangle Ranch. Please refer to Exhibit 12, Garage Type 
Diagrams.

• Motor courts enclosed by low courtyard walls
• Turn-in garages
• Split Garages
• Rear Garage with side drive
  o   Garage placed a minimum of 35’ behind front façade of residence
• Recessed Garage
  o   Garage recessed a minimum of 20’ and up to 35’ behind front façade of residence 
  o   Allowed only on a maximum of 40% of the residences within the neighborhood 
  o   Garage doors shall be recessed a minimum of 24” from the adjacent wall plane
  o   Upgraded carriage style door required
• Side Entry Garage on corner lots
  o   Garage recessed a minimum of 4’ behind side façade of residence

Unless otherwise specified, all garage doors shall be recessed a minimum of 12” from the adjacent wall plane.

Front facing garages, when used, should have no more than 2 spaces visible from the street. Additional spaces, 
if any, should be tandem, turn-in or other configuration that minimizes the presence of the garage door on the 
street.

Although not prohibited, front facing 3-car garages are discouraged. When used, 3-car front facing garages are 
subject to the following criteria. Please refer to Exhibit 13, Front Facing 3-Car Garages.

  o   A 24” minimum recess of garage doors and 36” minimum offset of the plane of the 
       garage doors between a single and double garage element.
  o   A 36” minimum recess of the garage doors with no offset of the garage door planes
  o   A 24” minimum recess of the garage doors with three single-entry garage doors in the 
       same plane

Contiguous front facing garages with 4 or more spaces visible from the street are not permitted. Four car garages, 
when provided, must be in a motor court, tandem, split or other configuration that de-emphasizes the presence of 
the garage doors on the street scene. Please refer to Exhibit 12, Garage Type Diagrams.

The use of a trellis element projecting at least 18” forward of the garage wall plane is encouraged, when 
appropriate to the architectural style. Please refer to Exhibit 14, Porte Cochere Diagram.
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A porte-cochere element, with solid roof to match residence or overhead trellis is encouraged in front of the 
garage door to provide strong shadow onto the garage, de-emphasizing its appearance on neighborhood streets.

Driveway pavement should be enhanced to provide visual interest to the driveway and minimize large expanses of 
otherwise gray concrete. Driveway enhancements may include but are not limited to:

 o   Colored or stained concrete
 o   Decorative scoring patterns
 o   Brick, stone, or pavers
 o   “Hollywood” drives 

Driveway aprons shall not exceed 16’ in width at the curb. If a wider driveway is provided, the portion in excess of 
16’ shall be separated from the remainder of the driveway by a minimum 3’ wide landscape strip and must taper 
to the 16’ maximum width within 10’ of the back of curb. 

4.3   BUILDING MASSING AND SCALE

The thoughtful composition of architectural elements is an important factor in creating the relaxed rural 
character envisioned for the residences of Triangle Ranch. Generally, the residences should feature an informal 
massing of building forms arranged in an asymmetrical manner, resulting in a home that has the appearance of a 
rambling farmhouse, added onto over a period of time. This character can be further achieved through the use of 
different textures or materials on separate massing elements on the dwelling. Please refer to Exhibit 15, Building 
Massing & Scale.   

Building setbacks of adjacent lots should vary in depth to reinforce the informality of the neighborhood.  

At least one single story plan shall be included in the builder’s product program.

Uninterrupted 2-story wall planes shall not exceed 50% of the elevation width in any of the following conditions. 
Please refer to Exhibit 16, Wall Plane Articulation– Condition 1.

 o   Front elevations
 o   Corner side elevations
 o   Rear elevation of reverse frontage lots
 o   Rear elevation of interior lots where the finish pad of subject lot is at least 20’ higher than the 
       adjoining lot to the rear. 

The 2nd floor must be stepped back a minimum of 4’ on the remaining portion of these elevations. 

Uninterrupted 2-story wall planes shall not exceed 75% of any side elevation or rear elevation on interior lots, 
except as described above. A vertical or horizontal offset of at least 4’ is required on the remaining portion of the 
elevation. Please refer to Exhibit 17, Wall Plane Articulation – Condition 2.
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On two story homes, the second floor area shall not exceed 75% of the first floor footprint including garage. Any 
first floor volume space with a plate line exceeding 14’ in height shall be considered two story for the purposes of 
this calculation. Please refer to Exhibit 18, Floor Area Requirements.

4.3.1    Building Materials
Building materials shall be consistent with the architectural style of the residence. 
The following building materials are acceptable:

• Stucco (except bright white)
• Masonry (brick or stone)
• Cementitous siding materials
• Other materials subject to review and approval 

No single material shall exceed 75% of wall plane surfaces in any of the following conditions:

 o   Front elevations
 o   Corner side elevations
 o   Rear elevation of reverse frontage lots
 o   Rear elevation of interior lots where the finish pad of subject lot is at least 20’ higher than the 
       adjoining lot to the rear. 

No single material shall exceed 90% of side elevation wall planes or rear elevation wall planes on interior lots 
except as described above. 

Stucco walls, when used, shall be dash finish or smoother and shall be an earthtone color (no bright white).

Trim elements may be stucco, wood, brick/stone accent elements, or pre-cast surrounds. Stucco trim, when used, 
shall be sand finish or smoother. Wood trim, when used, shall be stained or painted.

Building materials and color blocking shall terminate at inside corners only, including window and door recesses.

Material wraps or color blocking, when used, shall wrap columns in their entirety.

4.4   ROOFS
An articulated roofscape should be created throughout Triangle Ranch, using a variety of roof forms throughout 
the neighborhood, including hip, gable or combination of these.

Roof pitches shall be consistent with the architectural style of the residence, generally ranging from 4:12 to 8:12 
on primary roof forms. Secondary roof forms that accentuate special architectural features of the home may be less 
than 4:12 or greater than 8:12, so long as such pitches are consistent with the architectural style of the house.
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Roof overhangs shall be compatible with the architectural style of the residence. 

Minimum overhangs are as follows:

 o   Eaves:  18” min.
 o   Rakes:  0” if consistent with the architectural style, otherwise 12” min.

Permitted Roof Materials include:

• Flat Concrete Tiles or Shakes
• Clay or Concrete Barrel (2-piece)
• Slate
• Standing Seam Metal 

Prohibited Roof Materials include

• “S” Tiles
• Fiberglass shingles
• Rolled roofing materials
•  Red color materials

Fascias may be wood or stucco. If wood is used, it should be stained or painted.

Skylights are permitted, but should be designed as an integral part of the roof form. Skylight framing material 
should be colored to match the adjoining roof. White “bubble’ skylights are not permitted.

Solar panels, when used, should be compatible with the design of the roof and should not be visible from the 
street to the extent possible. Pipes and other mechanical apparatus used in conjunction with solar panels must 
be painted to match the color of the surface to which it is attached. 

Photo-voltaic roof tiles, when used, shall conform to the following criteria:

o Located on rear or side roof planes only. Photo-voltaic tiles are not permitted on front roof planes.
o Photo-voltaic roof tiles shall be used in conjunction with flat roof tiles only. The use of barrel shaped 
 tiles in conjunction with photo-voltaic roof tiles is prohibited.
o The color of the roof tiles shall not unduly contrast with the photo-voltaic roof tiles
o Installation of photo-voltaic roof tiles shall result in an overall shape that is square or rectangular. 
 An uneven edge where the photo-voltaic roof tiles meet the primary roofing material is not permitted.

Mechanical equipment such as air conditions, heater, evaporative coolers, and other such devices shall not be 
permitted on any roof. Mechanical devices such as exhaust fans, vents and pipes shall be painted to match the 
adjacent roof surfaces.
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4.5   ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES AND ACCENTS 

4.5.1  Front Porches
At least one elevation per plan should feature an at-grade front porch.

When used on corner lots, the front porch should wrap-around along the corner side elevation.

The minimum depth of the porch should be 8’.

The porch should be compatible with the architectural style of the residence in terms of design, materials, roof, 
and detailing.

4.5.2  Columns and Archways 
Columns and archways add articulation to the character of the residence and are encouraged on any elevation if 
appropriate to the architectural style. Columns and archways should be scaled appropriately to provide a sense of 
strength and support which is compatible with the architectural style of the residence.

4.5.3       Patio Covers/2nd Story Decks
The use of patio covers or 2nd story decks provide articulation to building wall planes, particularly on rear eleva-
tions. The design of such elements, including roofs, shall be consistent in design and materials to the residence. 
Aluminum patio covers are not allowed.

Deck railing may be solid rail, open rail or a combination of both. Open rails, when used, shall feature corner 
columns that are at least 18” square. Solid rails, when used, shall use scuppers for drainage. A continuous gap 
between the bottom of a solid rail and the floor of the deck is not allowed.

4.5.4  Windows
Window openings should be proportional to the size of the wall planes upon which they are located. Large banks 
of windows are encouraged to capitalize on the interaction between the home and the outside environment.

A prominent feature window is required as described below:

 o   Front elevations:  
  At least one feature window on 1st and 2nd floor 
 o   Corner side elevations:  
  At least one feature window on the 1st or 2nd floor
 o   Rear elevations on reverse frontage lots:
  At least one feature window on the 2nd floor
 o   Rear elevations on interior lots with a pad grade that is at least 20’ higher than the adjoining lot 
       to the rear.
  At least one feature window on the 2nd floor
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Examples of feature windows include the following:

 o   Minimum 12” recess incorporated within the framing of the wall.
 o   Bay window with a minimum projection of 24”
 o   All windows recessed a minimum of 2” from the adjacent wall plane
 o   Fully trimmed window with a decorative trellis element above projecting a minimum of 18” forward 
      of the wall plane for the entire width of the window.
 o   Decorative iron grille covering the window element in its entirety (subject to exiting requirements)
 o   Prominent window, fully trimmed, in conjunction with a covered porch, loggia, or similar element.
 o   Exaggerated trim element with deep reveal (24” minimum depth) or increased width of surround 
      (18” minimum width)

All other windows shall be trimmed in a manner that is compatible with the architectural style of the residence. 
The minimum width of trim elements shall be 6” and the minimum depth shall be 2”, except for small decorative 
windows, which may be 4” and 1” respectively. Uniform picture frame trim is not permitted.

Trim elements should have a sand or smoother finish.

4.5.5  Privacy Walls and Fences
Privacy walls and fences on any home site that are visible from the street, including courtyard walls, shall be 
compatible in material, color, and design as the residence, or side yard fence.

4.5.6  Chimneys
Chimneys, when provided, shall be consistent with the architectural style of the residence.

4.5.7  Detail Elements
Detail elements such as shutters, exposed rafter tails, cross beams or brackets, decorative grille work, ceramic 
tile, or other similar features should be used to provide visual interest to the residence.  Such details should be 
consistent with the architectural style of the residence. 

Exposed gutters and downspouts used as architectural features should be colored to match or complement the 
surface to which they are attached. The use of copper gutters is permitted if consistent with the architecture of 
the residence. 

4.5.8  Colors 
The color palette for homes should employ muted earth tones to blend with the surrounding environment to the 
extent feasible.  No bright colors or bright whites will be permitted.
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At a minimum, each color scheme should consist of the following:

• Primary Field Color
• Secondary Field Color (Optional)
• Fascia Color
• Trim Color
• Accent Color

The use of stone or brick may be counted as a primary or secondary field color as appropriate.

4.5.9   Accessory Structures
Accessory structures include any building or structure that is totally detached from the principal residence, such 
as detached garages, casitas, equipment enclosures, gazebos, trellises, cabañas, etc.

Accessory structures shall be located and designed to be compatible with and complement the design and form of 
the principal residence. The use of landscaping is encouraged to soften the appearance of these structures.

4.5.10  Awnings
Awnings, when used, must be designed as an integral part of the architecture and colored to match or comple-
ment the wall surface to which they are attached. Acceptable awnings include:

• Solid color or striped acrylic canvas fabric
• Bermuda shutters
• Roof tile on wood, stucco, or decorative iron supports

4.5.11  Utility Equipment
Electric meters, gas meters, security equipment, HVAC units, water heaters, water softeners, swimming pool 
equipment, etc., shall be screened from public view in accordance with applicable utility company standards.
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Exhibit 11
Lotting Diagram
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Exhibit 12
Garage Type Diagrams
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When used, 3-car front facing garages are subject to the following:

 •   A 24” minimum recess of garage doors and 36” minimum offset of the plane of the garage 
      doors between a single and double garage element. 
 •   A 36” minimum recess of the garage doors with no offset of the garage door planes. 
 •   A 24” minimum recess of the garage doors with three single-entry garage doors in the 
      same plane.

Exhibit 13
Front Facing 3-Car Garages
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Exhibit 14
Porte Cochere Diagram
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Exhibit 15
Building Massing & Scale
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Exhibit 16
Wall Plane Articulation - Condition 1
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Exhibit 17
Wall Plane Articulation - Condition 2
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Exhibit 18
Floor Area Requirements
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North Area
See Enlargement

South Area
See Enlargement

Exhibit 8.1
Overall Landscape Zone Diagram
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Exhibit 8.2
North Area Enlargement - Landscape Zone Diagram
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Exhibit 8.3
South Area Enlargement - Landscape Zone Diagram
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3.6 PLANT PALETTES

The planting design intent for the developed portions of the Triangle Ranch is to utilize species native to the Santa 
Monica Mountains and Triangle Ranch property, species native to California, and species adapted to the 
surrounding Oak Woodland, Riparian Woodland, Valley Grassland, and Chaparral communities in patterns that 
closely resemble the natural distribution found in the undisturbed areas.  

Native status of species
The following plant palettes provide indication of the native status of each species.  Information is based upon plant 
species distribution data from the Calflora Database (www.calflora.org), the UC Jepson Flora Project 
(ucjeps.berkeley.edu), and documentation prepared for these Design Guidelines by Envicom Coroporation.
 
 One asterisk*    Species native to California
 
 Two asterisks**  Species native to Santa Monica Mountains
 
 Three asterisks***  Species documented as native to Triangle Ranch
           (Documented in Biota Report for the Beautiful Homes Site, Envicom Corporation, March 10.  
    1998, Appendix A, or observed by Mr. Tom Hayduk, Envicom Corporation on field visits in 
    August 2006.)
 
 (No asterisk)  Non-native species

Landscape Zone / Plant Palette Areas 
The developed areas of Triangle Ranch are divided into the following landscape zones: 
   
 ENTRIES        
 
 KANAN ROAD & CORNELL ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAYS   
 
 KANAN ROAD SLOPE TREATMENT    
 
 FRONT YARDS        
 
 PRIVATELY OWNED NATIVE PLANTED SLOPE    
 
 OAK GROVE (Pursuant to Oak Tree Mitigation)       
 
 SCREENING/BUFFER       
 
Refer to Exhibits 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3  for the Landscape Zone Diagram. 

Note: The Front Yards zone contains several non-native species adapted to the local climate, with some special 
selections for use in microclimatic areas created by structures (ie. Camelia for a shady north facing spot close to the 
dwelling).  The Front Yards palette may be expanded to include any of the locally native species listed.
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ENTRIES

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Cercis occidentalis*   Western Redbud   Deciduous flowering accent, 6-16’x10’-20’
Lyonothamnus flor. asplenifolius*  Fernleaf Catalina Ironwood  Evergreen feature, 20-35’x10’-15’
Platanus racemosa* *   California Sycamore  Deciduous feature, 40’x30’
Populus fremontii***   Western Cottonwood  Deciduous, 40’-60’x20’-30’
Quercus agrifolia**    Coast Live Oak   Evergreen oak, 20’-50’x35’+
Quercus lobata***    Valley Oak   Deciduous oak, fall color, 40’-60’x40’-60’

LARGE SHRUBS
Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*   California Grape   Evergreen, 5’x5’
Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*   Mountain Lilac   Evergreen flowering, 12’-20’x15’-20’
Rhamnus crocea*    Redberry    Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Artemisia californica**   California Sagebrush  Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-5’x3’-5’
Ceanothus ‘Wheeler Canyon’*  Blue Mountain Lilac  Evergreen accent, showy flowers, 4’x4’ 
Epilobium canum ssp. canum**  California Fuchsia  Evergreen accent, showy, Crib wall, 2’x4’
Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’  Ken Taylor Flannel Bush  Evergreen, showy flowers, 3’-4’x6’-8’
 

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Armeria maritima ssp. californica*  California Sea Pink  Understory masses, 8”-12”x 8”-12”
Heuchera hyb.*    Coral Bells   Accent drifts, Understory, 12”-18”x12”-18”
Iris douglasiana - Hybrids*   Alum Root Hybrids  Mixed Accent Drifts, Understory, 12”-18”x1’-2’
Keckiella cordifolia***   Heart-leaf Penstemon  Vining shrub, likes cool roots, 3’x4’

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Elymus glaucus**    Blue Wild Rye   Bunchgrass, under oaks, 3’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Muhlenbergia rigens**   Deergrass   Use with Sycamores, 3’x3’
Sisyrinchium bellum**   Blue-Eyed Grass   Reseeds, 1’x1’
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KANAN ROAD & CORNELL ROAD RIGHT-OF-wAYS

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Mimulus (Diplacus) aurantiacus**  Bush Monkey Flower  Evergreen (Hydroseed) 2’-3’x2’-3’
Symphoricarpos mollis**   Creeping Snowberry  Deciduous, wildlife value, 2’x3’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Eriogonum elo. var. elongatum***  Long-Stem Buckwheat  Tough, 2’x1’(Hydroseed)
Penstemon hetero. var. australis***  Foothill Penstemon  Abundant flowers, 1’x2’
Venegasia carpesioides***   Canyon Sunflower  Bright yellow sunflower, 3’x3’

GROUNDCOvERS
Achillea millefolium**   Common Yarrow   Can be turf substitute,1’-2’x1’-2’ (Hydroseed)

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**  California Barley   Bunchgrass , 2’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Nassella pulchra***    Purple Needle Grass  California state grass, 2’x1’ (Hydroseed)

wILDFLOwERS
Eschscholzia California**   California Poppy   6”-15” (Hydroseed)
Gilia capitata**    Globe Gilia   Robust, 2’ (Hydroseed)
Lupinus bicolor**    Annual Lupine   (Hydroseed )
Lupinus latifolius**   Big-leaf Lupine   (Hydroseed)
Salvia spathacea**    Hummingbird Sage  Attracts Hummingbirds, 12”-18”(Hydroseed)
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KANAN ROAD SLOPE TREATMENT

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Platanus racemosa* *   California Sycamore  Deciduous feature, 40’x30’
Populus fremontii***   Western Cottonwood  Deciduous, 40’-60’x20’-30’

LARGE SHRUBS
Aesculus californica*   California Buckeye  Deciduous flowering, 15’-30’x15’-30’ 
Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*   California Grape   Evergreen, 5’x5’
Ceanothus ‘Concha’*   California Mountain Lilac  Evergreen flowering, 5’-6’x8’-10’
Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*   Mountain Lilac   Evergreen flowering, 12’-20’x12’-20’
Heteromeles arbutifolia**   Toyon    Evergreen, wildlife value, 8’-20’x10’-20’
Holodiscus discolor**   Cream Bush   Deciduous, flowering, 6’x8’, showy
Mahonia ‘Golden Abundance’*  Oregon Grape Hybrid  Evergreen shrub, fruit, 4’-8’x4’-6’
Prunus ilicifolia ssp. Ilicifolia*  Hollyleaf Cherry   Evergreen flowering, slow to 25’
Quercus berberidifolia***   Scrub Oak   Evergreen, 6’x6’
Rhamnus californica var. california*  California Coffeeberry  Evergreen shrub, 5’x5’
Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’*  Coffeeberry   Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Rhamnus crocea*    Redberry    Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Artemisia californica**   California Sagebrush  Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-5’x3’-5’
Brickellia californica***   California Brickelbush  Deciduous, fragrant, Crib wall, 4’x3’
Epilobium canum ssp. canum**  California Fuchsia  Evergreen accent, showy, Crib wall, 2’x4’
Eriogonum fas.. ssp. foliolosum**  California Buckwheat  Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-4’x3’-5’
Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’  Ken Taylor Flannel Bush  Evergreen, showy flowers, 3’-4’x6’-8’
Mimulus (Diplacus) aurantiacus**  Bush Monkey Flower  Evergreen, Crib wall (Hydroseed) 
Ribes aureum var. gracillimum**  Golden Currant   Deciduous, wildlife value
Ribes speciosum**   Fuchsia Flowering Gooseberry Evergreen, wildlife value
Rosa californica***   California Wild Rose  Deciduous, showy flowers 
Salvia apiana**    White Sage   Evergreen (Hydroseed)
Symphoricarpos mollis**   Creeping Snowberry  Deciduous, wildlife value, 2’x3’
Woodwardia fimbriata**   Giant Chain Fern   Fern, 4’x4’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Acourtia microcephala**   Sacapellote   Slope stabilizer, 3’x2’, (Hydroseed)
Dudleya pulverulenta***   Chalk Dudleya   Succluent, Crib wall, 1’x1’
Keckiella cordifolia***   Heart-leaf Penstemon  Vining shrub, likes cool roots, 3’x4’
Lotus scoparius var. scoparius***  Deerweed   Yellow pea flowers, 2’x3’ (Hydroseed)
Penstemon centranthifolius**  Scarlet Bugler   Accent, Crib wall
Penstemon hetero. var. australis***  Foothill Penstemon  Abundant flowers , Crib wall, 1’x2’
Solidago californica**   California Goldenrod  Attracts butterflies, Spreading habit
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KANAN ROAD SLOPE TREATMENT (Cont.)

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

GROUNDCOvERS
Achillea millefolium**   Common Yarrow   Can be turf substitute (Hydroseed)
Baccharis pilularis ‘Twin Peaks’*  Coyote Brush   12”-18”x6’-12” 
Ceanothus griseus ‘Yankee Point’*  Yankee Point Ceanothus  North & East slopes, 2’-3’x8’-10’

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Elymus glaucus**    Blue Wild Rye   Bunchgrass, under oaks, 3’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Leymus condensatus***   Giant Wildrye   Tall, good on slopes, 6’x3’
Muhlenbergia rigens**   Deergrass   Use with Sycamores, 1’-3’x2’-3’
Sisyrinchium bellum**   Blue-Eyed Grass   Reseeds, 8”-12”

wILDFLOwERS
Chorizanthe staticoides***   Turkish Rugging   (Hydroseed)
Lupinus bicolor**    Annual Lupine   (Hydroseed )
Lupinus latifolius**   Big-leaf Lupine   (Hydroseed)
Madia elegans***    Common Madia   (Hydroseed)

vINES
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata*  Chaparral Honeysuckle  Evergreen, wildlife value, under oaks
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FRONT YARDS  

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Agonis flexuosa    Peppermint Tree   Evergreen accent, 25’-35’
Alnus rhombifolia**   White Alder   Evergreen shade, 30’-60’
Cercis occidentalis*   Western Redbud   Deciduous flowering accent, 6-16’x10’-20’
Chitalpa tasketensis   Chitalpa    Deciduous flowering accent, 20’-30’ 
Lagerstroemia indica   Crape Myrtle   Deciduous flowering accent, 15’-25’
Lyonothamnus flor. asplenifolius*  Fernleaf Catalina Ironwood  Evergreen feature, 20-35’x10’-15’
Platanus racemosa* *   California Sycamore  Deciduous feature, 40’x30’
Prunus caroliniana    Carolina Laurel Cherry  Evergreen flowering, 15’-25’
Quercus agrifolia**    Coast Live Oak   Evergreen oak, 20’-50’x35’+

LARGE SHRUBS
Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*   California Grape   Evergreen, 5’x5’
Camellia sp.    Camellia    Evergreen flowering, shade 
Rhamnus crocea*    Redberry    Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Ceanothus ‘Wheeler Canyon’*  Blue Mountain Lilac  Evergreen accent, showy flowers 
Cistus purpureus    Orchid Rockrose   Evergreen accent, showy flowers
Epilobium canum ssp. canum**  California Fuchsia  Evergreen accent, showy
Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’  Ken Taylor Flannel Bush  Evergreen, showy flowers
Grevillea ‘Noellii’   NCN    Evergreen accent 
Lavandula angustifolia   English Lavender   Evergreen, fragrant
Rosmarinus officinals   Rosemary   Evergreen, foundation
Salvia leucantha    Mexican Bush Sage  Evergreen, showy flowers
Santolina chamaecyparissus  Lavender Cotton   Evergreen, showy flowers

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Armeria maritima ssp. californica*  California Sea Pink  Understory masses 
Heuchera hyb.*    Coral Bells   Accent drifts, Understory
Iris douglasiana - Hybrids*   Alum Root Hybrids  Mixed Accent Drifts, Understory
Keckiella cordifolia***   Heart-leaf Penstemon  Vining shrub, likes cool roots, 3’x4’
Penstemon centranthifolius**  Scarlet Bugler   Accent

GROUNDCOvERS
Achillea millefolium**   Common Yarrow   Can be turf substitute (Hydroseed)
Artemisia californica ‘Montara’*  Montara Sagebrush  Dense mat, aromatic, 2’x4’
Arctostaphylos ‘Pacific Mist’   Pacific Mist Manzanita  Red Stems, 2’x5’-6’ 
Baccharis pilularis ‘Twin Peaks’*  Coyote Brush   Small toothed leaves, 1’x4’ 
Cotoneaster dammeri ‘Lowfast’  Bearberry Cotoneaster  Masses, 12”x 12’-15’ 
Salvia leucophylla ‘Point Sal’   Point Sal Spreader   Fast growth, 3’x6’
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FRONT YARDS (Cont.)  

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Helictotrichon sempervirens  Blue Oak Grass   Accent masses, 1’-2’x1’-2’ 
Leymus condensatus***   Giant Wildrye   Tall, good on slopes, 6’x3’
Muhlenbergia rigens**   Deergrass   Use with Sycamores, 3’x3’
Pennisetum set. ‘Rubrum’   Red Fountain Grass  Large accent, 3’-5’x2’-5’
Phormium tenax    New Zealand Flax   Many colors and sizes, accent
Sisyrinchium bellum**   Blue-Eyed Grass   Reseeds, 8”-12”

vINES
Bougainvillea sp.    Bougainvillea   Evergreen, Colorful
Vitis girdiana*    Southern Calif. Grape  Deciduous
Rubus ursinus*    California Blackberry  Deciduous, fruit, needs water
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PRIvATELY OwNED NATIvE PLANTED SLOPE

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

TREES
Populus fremontii***   Western Cottonwood  Deciduous, 40’-60’x20’-30’
Quercus lobata***    Valley Oak   Deciduous oak, fall color, 40’-60’x40’-60’

LARGE SHRUBS
Heteromeles arbutifolia**   Toyon    Evergreen, wildlife value, 8’-20’x10’-20’
Holodiscus discolor**   Cream Bush   Deciduous flowering, 6’x8’ 
Quercus berberidifolia***   Scrub Oak   Evergreen, dense foliage, 6’x6’
Rhamnus californica var. california*  California Coffeeberry  Evergreen, fruit bering, 5x5
Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’*  Coffeeberry   Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Rhus ovata**    Sugar Bush   Evergreen flowering, 15’-20’x15’-25’
Sambucus mexicana***   Blue Elderberry   Deciduous, wildlife value, 15’x20’

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS
Artemisia californica**   California Sagebrush  Evergreen, wildlife value, 3’-5’x3’-5’
Brickellia californica***   California Brickelbush  Deciduous, fragrant, Crib wall, 4’x3’
Eriogonum fas.. ssp. foliolosum**  California Buckwheat  Evergreen, wildlife value
Hazardia squ. var. grindelioides***  Saw-Toothed Goldenbush  Perennial (Hyrdroseed), 3’x5’ 
Ribes aureum var. gracillimum**  Golden Currant   Deciduous, wildlife value
Rosa californica***   California Wild Rose  Deciduous, showy flowers, 4’x6’ 
Salvia apiana**    White Sage   Evergreen, 3’-5’x3’-4’ (Hydroseed)
Woodwardia fimbriata**   Giant Chain Fern   Fern, 4’x4’

FLOWERING PERENNIALS
Acourtia microcephala**   Sacapellote   Slope stabilizer, 3’x2’ (Hydroseed)
Artemisia douglasiana***   Mugwort   Aromatic, 3’x3’
Asclepias fascicularis***   Narrow-leaf Milkweed  Attracts Monarchs, Winter dormant, 3’x3’
Dudleya pulverulenta***   Chalk Dudleya   Succluent, Crib wall, 1’x1’
Eriogonum elo. var. elongatum***  Long-Stem Buckwheat  Tough, 2’x1’, (Hydroseed)
Helianthus gracilentus***   Slender Sunflower  Attracts butterflies, 3’x2’ (Hydroseed)
Lotus scoparius var. scoparius***  Deerweed   Yellow pea flowers, 2’x3’ (Hydroseed)
Penstemon hetero. var. australis***  Foothill Penstemon  Abundant flowers , Crib wall, 1’x2’
Potentilla glan.ssp. glandulosa***  Sticky Cinqufoil   Small flowers, 1’x2’ 
Solidago californica**   California Goldenrod  Attracts butterflies, Spreading habit, 2’x3’
Venegasia carpesioides***   Canyon Sunflower  Bright yellow sunflower, 3’x3’

GROUNDCOvERS
Baccharis pilularis ssp. consanguinea**  Coyote Brush  
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PRIvATELY OwNED NATIvE PLANTED SLOPE (Cont.)

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME  COMMENTS

GRASSES / IRIS/LILY
Chlorogalum pomeridianum***  Soap Plant   Bulb, basal leaves, tall flower stalks, 3’x1’
Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**  California Barley   Bunchgrass, 2’x1’, (Hydroseed)
Leymus condensatus***   Giant Wildrye   Tall, good on slopes, 6’x3’
Nassella pulchra***    Purple Needle Grass  California state grass, 2’x1’ (Hydroseed)
Yucca whipplei ssp. intermedia***  Our Lord’s Candle   Accent (relocated from site)

wILDFLOwERS
Eschscholzia California**   California Poppy   (Hydroseed)
Chorizanthe staticoides***   Turkish Rugging   Attract butterflies, 3’x2’ (Hydroseed)
Clarkia unguiculata***   Elegant Clarkia    (Hydroseed)
Eriophyllum confertiflorum var. c.***  Golden Yarrow   (Hydroseed)
Gilia capitata**    Globe Gilia   Robust (Hydroseed)
Hemizonia fasciculata***   Slender Tarweed   (Hydroseed)
Lupinus bicolor**    Annual Lupine   (Hydroseed )
Lupinus latifolius**   Big-leaf Lupine   (Hydroseed)
Madia elegans***    Common Madia   (Hydroseed)
Phacelia tanacetifolia**   Lacy Phacelia   Heavy bloom (Hydroseed)
Salvia spathacea**    Hummingbird Sage  Attracts Hummingbirds, (Hydroseed)
Trichostema lanceolatum***   Vinegar Weed   Aromatic (Hydroseed)

vINES
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata*  Chaparral Honeysuckle  Evergreen, wildlife value, under oaks
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OAK GROvE

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME   COMMENTS

TREES
Quercus agrifolia**    Coast Live Oak   Evergreen oak, 20’-50’x35’+
Quercus lobata***    Valley Oak   Deciduous oak, fall color, 40’-60’x40’-60’

MEDIUM SHRUB
Ribes speciosum**   Fuchsia Flowered Gooseberry Evergreen, wildlife value, 4’-8’

FLOWERING PERENNIAL
Potentilla glan.ssp. glandulosa***  Sticky Cinqufoil   
Venegasia carpesioides***   Canyon Sunflower  Bright yellow sunflower, 1’x2’

GRASS
Elymus glaucus**    Blue Wild Rye   Bunchgrass, under oaks, 3’x1’ (Hydroseed)

wILDFLOwER
Salvia spathacea**    Hummingbird Sage  Attracts Hummingbirds, 12”-18” (Hydroseed)

vINE
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata*  Chaparral Honeysuckle  Evergreen, wildlife value, under oaks

SCREENING/BUFFER

BOTANIC NAME   COMMON NAME   COMMENTS

LARGE SHRUBS
Aesculus californica*   California Buckeye  Deciduous flowering,  
Ceanothus ‘Concha’*   California Mountain Lilac  Evergreen flowering, 5’-6’x8’-10’
Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*   Mountain Lilac   Evergreen flowering, 12’-20’x15’-20’
Heteromeles arbutifolia**   Toyon    Evergreen, wildlife value, 8’-20’x10’-20’
Holodiscus discolor**   Cream Bush   Deciduous flowering, 6’x8’ 
Mahonia ‘Golden Abundance’*  Oregon Grape Hybrid  Evergreen, fruit, 4’-8’x4’-6’
Prunus ilicifolia ssp. Ilicifolia*  Hollyleaf Cherry   Evergreen flowering, slow to 25’
Quercus berberidifolia***   Scrub Oak   Evergreen, 6’x6’
Rhamnus californica var. california*  California Coffeeberry  Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’*  Coffeeberry   Evergreen, fruit bearing, 5’x5’
Sambucus mexicana***   Blue Elderberry   Deciduous, wildlife value, 15’x20’

GRASSES
Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**  California Barley   Bunchgrass (Hydroseed)
Nassella pulchra***    Purple Needle Grass  California state grass (Hydroseed)
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Exhibit 9
Plant Photographs

The following pages provide photographs of the species listed on all of the palettes, organized by plant type and listed alphabetically 
by botanic name.   Colored squares indicate and correspond to the specific Landscape Zone/Plant Palette(s) in which the plant is 
listed (see page xx for more information).

Alnus rhombifolia**
White Alder

Agonis flexuosa
Peppermint Tree

Cercis occidentalis*
Western Redbud

TREES
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Chitalpa tasketensis
Chitalpa 

Lagerstroemia indica
Crape Myrtle 

Lyonothamnus flor. asplenifolius*
Fernleaf Catalina Ironwood 

TREES (Cont.)
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TREES (Cont.)

Platanus racemosa**
California Sycamore 

Populus fremontii***
Western Cottonwood

Prunus caroliniana  
Carolina Laurel Cherry
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Quercus agrifolia** 
Coast Live Oak 

Quercus lobata***
Valley Oak
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Berberis ’Ken Hartman’*
California Grape 

Aesculus californica*
California Buckeye

Camellia sp.
Camellia 

LARGE SHRUBS
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Ceanothus ‘Ray Hartman’*
Mountain Lilac 

Ceanothus ‘Concha’*
California Mountain Lilac

Heteromeles arbutifolia**
Toyon 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Mahonia ‘Golden Abundance’*
Oregon Grape Hybrid

Holodiscus discolor**
Cream Bush

Prunus ilicifolia ssp. Ilicifolia* 
Hollyleaf Cherry 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Rhamnus californica var. california*
California Coffeeberry

Quercus berberidifolia***
Scrub Oak

Rhamnus californica ‘Eve Case’* 
Coffeeberry 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)

39



Triangle ranch Design guiDelines

SAGE COMMUNITY GROUP
© 2006, NUVIS

Rhus ovata**
Sugar Bush

Rhamnus crocea*
Redberry 

Sambucus mexicana***
Blue Elderberry 

LARGE SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Ceanothus ‘Wheeler Canyon’*
Blue Mountain Lilac

Artemisia californica**
California Sagebrush 

Epilobium canum ssp. canum**
California Fuchsia 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS

Brickellia californica***
California Brickelbush 

Cistus purpureus
Orchid Rockrose
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Grevillea ‘Noellii’ 
NCN

Eriogonum fas.. ssp. foliolosum**
California Buckwheat 

Hazardia squ. var. grindelioides*** 
Saw-Toothed Goldenbush 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS (Cont.)

Fremontodendron ‘Ken Taylor’
Ken Taylor Flannel Bush

Lavandula angustifolia 
English Lavender  
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Mimulus (Diplacus) aurantiacus**
Bush Monkey Flower 

Rosa californica***   
California Wild Rose 

Ribes aureum var. gracillimum** 
Golden Currant

Ribes speciosum**   
Fuchsia Flowering Gooseberry 

Rosmarinus officinals  
Rosemary 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Salvia apiana**
White Sage 

Symphoricarpos mollis**  
Creeping Snowberry 

Salvia leucantha  
Mexican Bush Sage

Santolina chamaecyparissus  
Lavender Cotton 

Woodwardia fimbriata**
Giant Chain Fern 

MEDIUM/SMALL SHRUBS (Cont.)
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Acourtia microcephala**
Sacapellote

Asclepias fascicularis*** 
Narrow-leaf Milkweed 

Armeria maritima ssp. californica* 
California Sea Pink

Artemisia douglasiana***  
Mugwort 

Dudleya pulverulenta***
Chalk Dudleya 

FLOwERING PERENNIALS
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Eriogonum elo. var. elongatum***
Long-Stem Buckwheat

Iris douglasiana - Hybrids*
Alum Root Hybrids 

Helianthus gracilentus***
Slender Sunflower

Heuchera hybrids*
Coral Bells 

FLOwERING PERENNIALS (Cont.)

Kedkiella cordifolia***
Heart-leaf Penstemon 
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Lotus scoparius var. scoparius***
Deerweed

Potentilla glan.ssp. glandulosa***
Sticky Cinqufoil 

Penstemon centranthifolius**
Scarlet Bugler

Penstemon hetero. var. australis*** 
Foothill Penstemon 

FLOwERING PERENNIALS (Cont.)

Solidago californica**
California Goldenrod 

Venegasia carpesioides***
Canyon Sunflower 
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Achillea millefolium**
Common Yarrow 

Baccharis pilularis ‘Twin Peaks’*
Coyote Brush 

Artemisia californica ‘Montara’*
Montara Sagebrush

Arctostaphylos ‘Pacific Mist’ 
Pacific Mist Manzanita 

GROUNDCOvERS

Baccharis pilularis ssp. consanguinea** 
Coyote Brush

Ceanothus griseus ‘Yankee Point’*
Yankee Point Ceanothus 
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Cotoneaster dammeri ‘Lowfast’
Bearberry Cotoneaster 

Elymus glaucus**
Blue Wild Rye 

Salvia leucophylla ‘Point Sal’ 
Point Sal Spreader 

Chlorogalum pomeridianum***
Soap Plant 

GROUNDCOvERS (Cont.)

Helictotrichon sempervirens
Blue Oak Grass

Hordeum brac.  ssp. californucum**
California Barley 

GRASSES/IRIS/LILY
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Muhlenbergia rigens**
Deergrass

Leymus condensatus***
Giant Wildrye

Nassella pulchra*** 
Purple Needle Grass

Pennisetum set. ‘Rubrum’
Red Fountain Grass 

GRASSES/IRIS/LILY (Cont.)

Phormium tenax
New Zealand Flax

Sisyrinchium bellum**
Blue-Eyed Grass 
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Chorizanthe staticoides***
Turkish Rugging

Eschscholzia California**
California Poppy

Clarkia unguiculata***
Elegant Clarkia

Eriophyllum confertiflorum var. c.***
Golden Yarrow 

wILDFLOwERS

Gilia capitata**
Globe Gilia

Hemizonia fasciculata***
Slender Tarweed 
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Lupinus latifolius**
Big-leaf Lupine

Lupinus bicolor**
Annual Lupine

Madia elegans***
Common Madia

Phacelia tanacetifolia**
Lacy Phacelia 

wILDFLOwERS (Cont.)

Salvia spathacea**
Hummingbird Sage

Trichostema lanceolatum***
Vinegar Weed 
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Vitis girdiana*
Southern Calif. Grape

Bougainvillea sp.
Bougainvillea

Rubus ursinus*
California Blackberry

Lonicera subspicata var. denudata*
Chaparral Honeysuckle 

vINES

Yucca whipplei ssp. intermedia***
Our Lord’s Candle 

RELOCATED SPECIES
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FUEL MODIFICATION PLAN 
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FUEL MODIFICATION GUIDELINES 
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FUEL MODIFICATION AGREEMENT 
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FUEL MODIFICATION PLAN 
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Kosmont Companies, Net Fiscal Impact Analysis, 
April 30, 2007 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Sage Live Oak, LLC (“Sage”) retained Kosmont Companies (“Kosmont”) to conduct a 
net fiscal impact analysis (“Study”) of the proposed Triangle Ranch development 
(“Project”) in the western Santa Monica Mountains in an unincorporated area of Los 
Angeles County (“County”). The Project will be located on approximately 33 acres of a 
320 acre site proposed for development by Sage. Currently, the site is undeveloped open 
space, of which Sage expects to preserve 287 acres. The findings of this Study rely on 
data and market values provided by Sage and various real estate sources. 
 
The Project will consist of 61 luxury single-family residential units. These homes will 
range in size from approximately 3,500 to 5,500 square feet with respective sale prices 
between $1.4 million to $1.78 million. At full build-out, the Project will have an expected 
value of approximately $93 million.  The Project will generate substantial revenue for the 
County of Los Angeles General Fund. The most significant General Fund revenues 
resulting from the proposed will be property taxes, property transfer taxes, utility user 
taxes and utility franchise fees. During the 18-24 month construction period, the Project 
will also generate substantial construction-related benefits to the local economy, 
including job creation, income creation and associated local spending. 
 
Based on absorption estimates by Sage, it is anticipated that full build-out and 
stabilization will occur 18-24 months after the Project begins construction. Residential 
unit absorption is expected to occur at a rate of 2-4 residential units per month (based on 
analysis by Market Watch, LLC, October 2005). 
 
 
2. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 
Fiscal Impact Analysis 
At full build-out, the Project is expected to generate approximately $522,100 in annual 
fiscal revenue to the County’s General Fund. Annual fiscal costs at build-out are 
projected at approximately $124,300. Therefore, the Project’s net fiscal benefit to the 
County is estimated at approximately $397,800 per year. These projections are expressed 
in constant (uninflated) dollars. 
 
Table 1 on the following page summarizes the Project’s net fiscal impact on the County 
of Los Angeles’ General Fund. While stabilization is expected to occur within two years, 
the Table shows a column for Year Three to indicate the relatively consistent expected 
net impact in the year following full build out. 
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Table 1 
Summary of Fiscal Impacts 

 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

COUNTY FISCAL IMPACT

REVENUES

General Fund
Property Taxes 263,713$      423,328$      423,328$      
Other Taxes

Property Transfer Tax 9,789$          6,539$          16,328$        
Utility User Tax 12,004$        19,270$        19,270$        
Voter Approved Special Taxes 2,597$          4,159$          4,159$          

Licenses, Permits & Franchises 13,039$        20,927$        20,927$        
Fines, Forfeitures & Penalties 1,855$          2,970$          2,970$          
Use of Money and Property 2,061$          3,249$          3,312$          
Intergovernmental Revenue (State) 18,330$        29,354$        29,354$        
Charges for Services 1,552$          2,486$          2,486$          ________ ________ ________

Total 324,940$      512,283$      522,135$      

EXPENDITURES

Public Protection 48,340$        77,414$        77,414$        
General Government 6,318$          10,119$        10,119$        
Recreation and Cultural Services 22,984$        36,808$        36,808$        ________ ________ ________

Total 77,642$        124,340$      124,340$      

NET FISCAL IMPACT 247,298$      387,943$      397,795$      

 
 
IMPLAN-Based Analysis 
In addition to benefiting the County’s General Fund, the Project will generate benefits to 
the surrounding local economy. Using a proprietary economic impact model 
(“IMPLAN”), the Study projects that construction of the Project will generate a total of 
$169.9 million in total industry output and more than 1,200 jobs through direct, indirect 
and induced economic activity. 
 

- Direct Benefits 
Direct benefits include expenditures made by companies involved in the 
construction activies necessary to develop the Project and employees working for 
these companies. During the construction phase, the Project is estimated to 
generate approximately $93 million in direct economic activity and create 
approximately 602 jobs in the County. 
 

- Indirect Benefits 
Indirect Benefits include industries affected by the Project, such as Wholesale 
Trade, Architectural and Engineering Services. During the construction phase, the 
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Project is estimated to generate approximately $36.6 million in indirect economic 
activity, creating 290 indirect jobs in Los Angeles County. 

 
- Induced Benefits 

Individuals who are directly or indirectly employed as related to construction 
activities of the Project will generate additional economic activity based on their 
personal expenditures in the proximity of the Project. These “induced” benefits 
will contribute approximately $40.5 million in economic activity and create 
approximately 313 jobs in the County. 
 
 

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Project will be located on approximately 33 acres of a 320 acre site located in the 
western Santa Monica Mountains in an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County. 
Currently, the site is undeveloped open space, of which Sage expects to preserve 287 
acres.  
 
The Project will consist of 61 luxury single-family residential units. These homes will 
range in size from approximately 3,500 to 5,500 square feet with respective sale prices 
between $1.4 million to $1.78 million. At full build-out, the Project will have an expected 
value of approximately $93 million.  
 
Table 2 provides a summary of the six residential plan types included in the Project. 

 
 

Table 2 
Residential Unit Summary 

 

Plan Type # of Units
Home

Square Footage
Projected Average 

Sales Value
Kanan 1 9 3,500 $1,404,000
Kanan 2 16 4,000 $1,458,000
Kanan 3 26 4,500 $1,512,000
Cornell 1 1 4,500 $1,674,000
Cornell 2 4 5,000 $1,728,000
Cornell 3 5 5,500 $1,782,000

Source: Sage Live Oak, LLC, 2006  
 
 
Table 3 “Development Program Outline” provides an overview of the Project 
development. This table outlines unit development quantities, market absorption schedule 
and annual development value over a 2-year period from groundbreaking. 
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Table 3 
Development Program Outline 

 
4. METHODOLOGY 
 
Fiscal Impact Analysis 
The cost and revenue factors used in this analysis have primarily been derived from 
County of Los Angeles Operating Budget for 2005-2006.  Other sources, as noted below, 
have been utilized for certain Project-specific assumptions. 
 
Several key aspects of the methodology include: 
 

• To identify appropriate revenue and expenditure allocations, the Project’s impacts 
have been projected based on per-capita formulae derived from the County’s 
budget (i.e., per capita figures have been derived from the budget based on the 
County’s existing population and then applied to the additional population that 
will be created by the Project). 

 

• In developing per-capita factors based on the existing County budget, the analysis 
recognizes that the “relevant population” differs for different line items in the 
budget.  Some programs, for example, are strictly for the unincorporated portions 
of the County whereas some apply to both incorporated and unincorporated areas.  
Similarly, some programs serve primarily residents while others serve both 
residents and the County’s substantial daytime (employee) population.  For line 
items where the daytime population is relevant, the analysis assumes that a person 
employed in the County is equivalent to two residents for purposes of estimating 
revenues and expenditures.  In unincorporated Los Angeles County, there are 
currently 1,118,360 residents and 284,400 equivalent “residents.”  Thus, the 
“Total Effective Residents” for purposes of this analysis is assumed to be 
1,687,160 (1,119,360 plus 284,400 X 2).   

Product Type Kanan 1 Kanan 2 Kanan 3 Cornell 1 Cornell 2 Cornell 3 Total Cumulative

Units Developed 9 16 26 1 4 5 61

Unit Value
Avg Residential Unit 1,404,000$          1,458,000$       1,512,000$       1,674,000$    1,728,000$     1,782,000$     

 Sales Price
Avg Overall Residential 1,520,852$        

Unit Sales Price

Absorption Schedule
Year 1 9 16 13 0 0 0
Year 2 0 0 13 1 4 5
Year 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

Annual Project Built Value
Year 1 12,636,000$        23,328,000$      19,656,000$      0 0 0 55,620,000$      55,620,000$        
Year 2 0 0 19,656,000$      1,674,000$    6,912,000$     8,910,000$     37,152,000$      92,772,000$        

Source: Sage Live Oak, LLC, 2006
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For the entire Los Angeles County, there are currently 10,245,572 residents and 
4,568,200 equivalent “residents.”  Thus, the “Total Effective Residents” for purposes 
of this analysis is assumed to be 19,381,972 (10,245,572 plus 4,568,200 X 2). 

 

• Based on the existing average household size in unincorporated Los Angeles 
County (as reported by the State Department of Finance), the analysis assumes 
that the Project would have an average household size of 3.63 residents per unit. 

 
Table 4 outlines assumptions used in the analysis including population factors, tax rates 
and Project-specific development information. 
 

Table 4 
Net Fiscal Impact Analysis Assumptions 

 
COUNTY DATA Factor Source 

LA COUNTY
Number of Jobs 4,568,200 California EDD

Ratio (Equivalent Residents per Job) 2.00 Analysis of Comparable Budgets

Number of Equivalent Residents (Jobs x Ratio) 9,136,400
Resident Population 10,245,572 CA Dept of Finance
Total Effective Residents 19,381,972

Existing Service Population for Sheriff 10,000,000 LA County Sheriff's Dept.

UNINCORPORATED LA COUNTY
Number of Jobs 284,400 SCAG 2006

Ratio (Equivalent Residents per Job) 2.00 Analysis of Comparable Budgets

Number of Equivalent Residents (Jobs x Ratio) 568,800.00
Resident Population 1,118,360 SCAG 2006
Total Effective Residents 1,687,160

TAX RATES
Real Property Tax Share 0.32630% LA Auditor/Controller
Real Property Transfer Tax Rate 0.11% LA County Assessor's Office
Property Turnover Rate per Year 16.0% 2000 Census
Utility Consumer Tax Rate 5.00% LA County Consumer Affairs
Utility Franchise Fee 5.00% LA County Consumer Affairs

DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO
Number of Residential Units 61 Sage Live Oak, LLC
Average Residents per Unit 3.63 CA Dept. of Finance  
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5. COUNTY REVENUES OVERVIEW 
 
FISCAL REVENUES 
The County General Fund revenues generated by the Project fall under the categories of  
property-related taxes, licenses, permits and franchises, fines, forfeitures and penalties, 
use of money and property; intergovernmental revenue, and charges for services and 
other taxes. These County revenue categories are detailed in Appendix A.  
 
 Property-Related Taxes 

The Project will generate several property-related taxes. The largest is secured 
property tax which is based on real property values. Of the 1% property tax 
general levy, 32.6% goes to the County General Fund. 
 
The County also receives a separate property tax line item called “Property Tax 
In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF).” This line item reflects the State’s “triple 
flip” arrangement whereby local governments now get a smaller share of the VLF 
but receive additional property and sales tax revenues to compensate for this loss.  
For purposes of this analysis, the Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF has been projected 
at 39.84% of secured property tax revenues generated by the Project. 
 
The Project will also generate Property Transfer Tax Revenue to the County’s 
General Fund.  The basis of Property Transfer Tax is the value of new properties 
sold as well as those which are resold. The County property transfer tax rate is 
$1.10 per $1,000 of property sold. This equals a rate of 0.11% of the transferred 
property value. The analysis assumes an average annual property turnover rate of 
16%, or that units will, on average, change ownership approximately every 6 
years. This turnover rate has been derived from an analysis of Census data for 
single-family residential units in comparable and surrounding communities. 
 

 Other Taxes 
The County levies a 5.00% utility consumer tax on the sale of electric power and 
natural gas. Appendix C summarizes the assumptions used for these calculations.  
 
The County currently receives $192,824,000 in annual revenue from Voter 
Approved Special Taxes.  This analysis assumes that these revenues will increase 
in proportion to growth in the county’s total population (incorporated plus 
unincorporated).  Thus, the analysis uses a per capita factor of $18.82 to project 
the new revenues, based on projected population growth to be generated by the 
proposed Project ($192,824,000 divided by the existing countywide population of 
10,245,572). 
 

 Licenses, Permits and Franchises 
The County currently receives $8,388,000 in animal license fees.  Based on the 
current population of 1,118,360 for the unincorporated area, this amounts to $7.50 
per capita. 
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The County receives a franchise fee (paid by the service provider) of 5% of cable 
television billings in the unincorporated area.  Appendix C summarizes the 
assumptions used for this calculation. 

 
The County will also receive Construction Permit fees related to the proposed 
Project.  However, these are not addressed in the fiscal impact analysis since they 
are assumed to be cost recovery fees that would be directly offset County 
processing costs related to the Project. 

 
 Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties 

The County’s budget includes four line items under the Fines, Forfeitures and 
Penalties heading:  Vehicle Code Fines, Other Court Fines, Forfeitures and 
Penalties, Penalty Interest & Costs.  These revenues are expected to increase in 
proportion to countywide population growth. Thus, they are projected in this 
analysis on a per capita basis, using Total Residents (incorporated and 
unincorporated) as the basis. 

 
 Use of Money and Property 

The County’s Interest Income currently represents 0.638% of all other General 
Fund revenues.  As the proposed project generates other revenues for the 
County’s General Fund, it is also projected to increase the County’s Interest 
income based on this factor. 

 
 Intergovernmental Revenue 

The County receives substantial Intergovernmental Revenue (or “subventions”) 
from the State of California.  Based on discussions with County staff regarding 
the formulae by which these revenues are allocated by the State, this analysis 
projects that three of the Intergovernmental Revenue categories would be affected 
by the proposed Project:  Highway Users Tax, Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Tax, and 
Proposition 172 Public Safety.  Each of these line items has been projected on a 
per capita basis using the County’s Total Resident Population as the basis for 
deriving per capita factors. 

 
 Charges for Services 

The County derives revenue from charges for various County services.  The 
analysis projects that the following service charge categories would be affected by 
the proposed Project:  Assessor & Tax Collector Fees, Auditing – Accounting 
Fees, Court Fees & Costs, Humane Services, Recording Fees, Educational 
Services, Library Services, Parks & Recreation Services.  These have been 
projected on per capita basis using the factors shown in Appendix A. 
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6. COUNTY EXPENDITURES OVERVIEW 
 
FISCAL EXPENDITURES 
The County of Los Angeles’ annual fiscal expenditure obligations that will be materially 
affected by the Project are Public Protection (Sheriff’s Department), General Government 
(primarily administrative) and Recreation and Cultural Services. Appendix B presents a 
tabulation of the major expense categories and the basis upon which the Project will 
impact those expenditure obligations.   
 
 Public Protection 

This analysis projects Public Protection costs on a per capita basis.  The total 
existing budget for the Sheriff’s Department is $3.5 billion.  Although some 
incorporated cities in Los Angeles County are served by their own police 
departments, County staff consulted for this assignment indicates that they 
consider the Sheriff Department’s effective service population to be 
approximately 10 million persons, or more specifically, approximately equal to 
the actual resident population of the entire Los Angeles County.  A per capita 
amount of approximately $350 per resident is applied to the proposed Project in 
order to forecast the Project’s impacts to the County’s Public Protection costs.  
 

 General Government 
The General Government category encompasses a range of administrative and 
overhead functions.  These costs are expected to grow in proportion to increases 
in other County costs.  The County’s General Government costs currently amount 
to 8.9% of other General Fund costs. This analysis projects that General 
Government costs related to the proposed Project will amount to 8.9% of other 
General Fund costs generated by the Project. 

  
 Recreation and Cultural Services 

The County currently spends $186.3 million annually on Recreation and Cultural 
Services.  This amounts to $166.55 per resident in the unincorporated area.  This 
per capita factor has been applied to the anticipated resident population of the 
proposed Project to forecast the Project’s cost impacts in the Recreation and 
Cultural Services category. 
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7.  ECONOMIC BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
 
The IMPLAN-based impacts forecasting model is used to estimate local economic 
benefits. This proprietary input/output model utilizes Project development values and 
characteristics provided by Sage in conjunction with economic data for Los Angeles 
County to estimate direct, indirect and induced benefits. 
 
During the construction phase the Project is estimated to generate a grand total of  
$169.9 million in total industry output and more than 1,200 jobs through direct, indirect 
and induced economic activity. 
 
The Project’s construction phase will create a substantial number of jobs and fuel the 
local economy with secondary spending.  To illustrate the economic impacts of housing 
construction, this study uses an econometric tool known as an “Input-Output” (IO) 
model, which computes all of the construction-related impacts of residential construction 
industries in Los Angeles County, including the estimated local expenditures of 
employees of both the construction and supplier firms.       
 
These economic benefits are expressed in terms of increased economic activity (“output”) 
and job creation. The Project will generate economic benefits in the form of total industry 
output (i.e., dollars spent locally on goods and services) and employment for the duration 
of the 2-year construction period (from 2008 through 2009).  The full range of 
construction-related economic impacts (detailed in Appendices E and F) will include the 
following: 
 
Direct Benefits 
Direct benefits refer to the change in total output and employment resulting from direct 
final demand changes in expenditures and/or production values.  This category includes 
all expenditures made by the construction companies developing the Project and the 
employees who work directly for these companies.  During its construction phase, the 
Project will generate approximately $93 million in direct economic activity and create 
approximately 602 direct jobs in Los Angeles County. 
 
Indirect Benefits 
Indirect benefits refer to the impacts resulting from changes in inter-industry purchases as 
they respond to new demands of the directly affected industries.  Indirectly affected 
industries include those such as Wholesale Trade (where builders purchase lumber, 
roofing materials, plumbing materials, and other building materials), Architectural and 
Engineering Services (often contracted with in the design and planning stages of housing 
construction), among others.  During its construction phase, the Project will generate 
approximately $36.6 million in indirect economic activity, creating approximately 290 
indirect (one-year) jobs in Los Angeles County. 
 
Induced Benefits 
Induced benefits are the changes in local spending resulting from household income 
increases due to changes in production (i.e., for those households employed directly or 
indirectly in affected sectors).  Simply put, those employed directly or indirectly by the 
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Project’s new housing construction will generate additional economic activity based on 
their personal expenditures on banking, health care, retail consumption, etc.  The induced 
benefits of the Project’s housing construction will contribute an additional $40.5 million 
in economic activity and create approximately 313 one-year jobs in Los Angeles County. 
 
Industry Output 
As illustrated in Table 5, during the 2-year construction period the Project is projected to 
generate approximately $93 million in direct benefits, $36.6 million in indirect benefits 
and $40.5 million in induced benefits.  Thus, accounting for the full range of economic 
benefits, the Project will generate almost $170 million in economic activity over the 2-
year development period. 
 

Table 5 
IMPLAN Analysis – Total Industry Output (in 2006 dollars) 

 
Component Year 1 Year 2 Combined

Direct $55,619,992 $37,151,996 $92,771,988
Indirect $21,969,426 $14,674,724 $36,644,150
Induced $24,271,194 $16,212,214 $40,483,408

Total $101,860,612 $68,038,934 $169,899,546
Source: IMPLAN Professional Input-Output Model  

 
Jobs Created 
As illustrated in Table 6, during the 2-year construction period the Project is projected to 
generate 602 directly related jobs, 290 indirectly related jobs and 313 jobs through 
induced economic activity.  These are quantified as full-time jobs lasting the equivalent 
of one year.  Thus, accounting for the full range of economic benefits, the Project will 
generate approximately 1,205 jobs over the 2-year development period. 
 

Table 6 
IMPLAN Analysis – Total New 1-Year Jobs Created  

 
Component Year 1 Year 2 Combined

Direct 361.1 241.2 602.3
Indirect 173.7 116.1 289.8
Induced 187.9 125.2 313.1

Total 722.7 482.5 1,205.2
Source: IMPLAN Professional Input-Output Model  
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8. APPENDICES 
 

Appendix A: Los Angeles County General Fund Revenues 

Budget
2005 - 2006 Factor

GENERAL FUND
Property Taxes

Current - Secure 1,841,325,000$        0.326%
Current - Unsecured 96,175,000$             
Prior Year - Secured 21,411,000$             
Supplemental Prop Taxes - Current 88,227,000$             
Supplemental Prop Taxes - Prior Year 17,195,000$             
In Lieu of VLF 733,654,000$           39.84%
     Sub-Total 2,797,987,000$        

Other Taxes
Sales and Use Tax 53,160,000$             
Other Taxes (Real Property Transfer Tax) 88,700,000$             0.11%
Utility User Tax 51,550,000$             5.00%
Voter Approved Special Taxes 192,824,000$           18.82
     Sub-Total 386,234,000$           

Licenses, Permits & Franchises
Animal Licenses 8,388,000$               7.50
Business Licenses 5,899,000$               
Construction Permits 20,268,000$             
Road Privileges & Permits 118,000$                  
Zoning Permits 3,223,000$               
Franchises 8,239,000$               5.00%
Other Licenses & Permits 2,874,000$               
Business License Taxes 12,000,000$             
     Sub-Total 61,009,000$             

Fines, Forfeitures & Penalties
Vehicle Code Fines 15,757,000$             0.81
Other Court Fines 171,002,000$           8.82
Forfeitures & Penalties 28,720,000$             1.48
Penalty Interest & Costs 44,988,000$             2.32
     Sub-Total 260,467,000$           

Revenue - Use of Money & Property
Interest 90,427,000$             0.638%
Rents & Concessions 54,343,000$             
Royalties 200,000$                  
     Sub-Total 144,970,000$           
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Intergovernmental Revenue - State
Aid for Aviation 716,000$                  
Highway Users Tax 121,350,000$           26.56
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Tax 482,104,000$           47.05
Public Assistance - Admin 613,854,000$           
State Aid - Public Assistance Prog 813,099,100$           
State Aid - Earthquake C/P 12,725,200$             
State Aid - Mental Health 73,931,000$             
Other State Aid - Health 163,122,000$           
State Aid - Agriculture 2,444,000$               
State Aid - Construction C/P 102,266,000$           
State Aid - Disaster 13,148,000$             
State Aid - Veteran Affairs 150,000$                  
Homeowner Prop Tax Relief 21,113,000$             
Other 769,903,700$           
Trial Courts 459,000$                  
Realignment Revenue 818,034,000$           
Prop 172 Public Safety 606,606,000$           59.21
Citizens of Public Safety (COPS) 3,028,000$               
     Sub-Total 4,618,053,000$        

Intergovernmental Revenue - Federal
Public Assistance - Admin 1,378,598,000$        
Federal Aid - Public Assistance Program 844,349,000$           
Federal Aid - Construction C/P 6,463,000$               
Federal Aid - Disaster 113,590,000$           
Forest Reserve Revenue 314,000$                  
Other 551,781,000$           
Federal Aid - Mental Health 332,409,000$           
Federal Aid - Earthquake C/P 124,088,000$           
     Sub-Total 3,351,592,000$        

Intergovernmental Revenue - Other
Governmental Agencies 74,101,000$             
Governmental Agencies C/P 48,313,000$             
     Sub-Total 122,414,000$           
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Charges for Services
Assessor & Tax Collector Fees 55,957,000$             2.89
Auditing - Accounting Fees 1,709,000$               0.09
Communication Services 991,000$                  
Election Services 10,603,000$             
Inheritance Tax Fees 230,000$                  
Legal Services 218,884,300$           
Personnel Services 7,917,000$               
Planning & Engineering Service 32,667,000$             
Agricultural Services 9,798,000$               
Civil Process Service 7,215,000$               
Court Fees & Costs 48,417,000$             2.50
Estate Fees 3,395,000$               
Humane Services 600,000$                  0.03
Law Enforcement Services 84,135,000$             
Recording Fees 76,099,000$             3.93
Road & Street Services 11,552,000$             
Health Fees 56,522,000$             
Mental Health Services 1,175,000$               
Sanitation Services 17,550,000$             
Adoption Fees 550,000$                  
Institutional Care & Services 284,287,000$           
Educational Services 1,000,000$               0.05
Library Services 2,115,000$               0.21
Parks & Recreation Services 15,998,000$             1.56
Charges for Services - Other 566,760,200$           
Special Assessments 5,575,500$               
Charges for Services - Other/CP 19,161,000$             

       Sub-Total 1,540,863,000$        

Miscellanous Revenue
Welfare Repayments 5,507,000$               
Other Sales 1,315,000$               
Miscellaneous 184,017,000$           
Miscellaneous/CP 61,012,000$             

       Sub-Total 251,851,000$           

Other Financing Sources
Sale of Fixed Assets 3,225,000$               
Operating Transfers In 206,854,000$           
Other Financing Services 429,859,000$           
Operating Transfers In/CP 82,182,000$             
     Sub-Total 722,120,000$           

     General Fund Total 14,257,560,000$       



Sage LiveOak, LLC – Triangle Ranch 
Net Fiscal Impact Analysis 

April 30, 2007 
Page 16 of 20 

 

 

Appendix B: Los Angeles County General Fund Expenditures 
 
 

 

General Fund Factor Basis

Public Protection 3,502,891,000$      350.29 Existing Service Population for Sheriff

Health and Sanitation 2,478,879,000$      N/A

Public Assistance 4,711,572,000$      N/A

General Government  $      1,004,511,000 8.9% Percent of other G.F. Expenditures

Recreation and Cultural Services 186,264,000$         166.55 Resident population (unincorporated)

Debt Service 9,962,000$             N/A

Capital Outlay 449,683,000$         N/A_____________
Total 12,343,762,000$    

Los Angeles County General Fund Expenditures: 2005 - 2006
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Appendix C: Utility Consumer & Franchise Tax Revenues 

 
 

 

Number of Units 61

Utility Billings Per Unit
Electric & Natural Gas

Per Month 450$          
Per Year 5,400$        

Total Annual Utility Billings
Electric & Natural Gas 329,400$    

Cable TV Billings Per Unit
Per Month 85$             
Per Year 1,020$        
Percent Subscribing 90%
Effective Per Year 918$           
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Appendix D:  Los Angeles County General Fund Revenue & Expenditure Details 

 

REVENUES

GENERAL FUND
Property Taxes

Current - Secure 0.326%   Real Property Value 188,577$            302,715$                   302,715$                   
In Lieu of VLF 39.8%   Percent of Secured Property Taxes 75,136$              120,613$                   120,613$                   

     Sub-Total 263,713$            423,328$                   423,328$                   

Other Taxes
Property Transfer Tax 0.110%   Value of Transferred Property 9,789$                6,539$                       16,328$                     
Utility User Tax 5.000%   Utility Billings 12,004$              19,270$                     19,270$                     
Voter Approved Special Taxes 18.82   Project Population 2,597$                4,159$                       4,159$                       

     Sub-Total 24,391$              29,968$                     39,757$                     
Licenses, Permits & Franchises

Animal Licenses 7.50   Project Population 1,035$                1,658$                       1,658$                       
Franchises 5.000%   Utility Billings 12,004$              19,270$                     19,270$                     

     Sub-Total 13,039$              20,927$                     20,927$                     
Fines, Forfeitures & Penalties

Vehicle Code Fines 0.81   Project Population 112$                   180$                          180$                          
Other Court Fines 8.82   Project Population 1,218$                1,950$                       1,950$                       
Forfeitures & Penalties 1.48   Project Population 204$                   327$                          327$                          
Penalty Interest & Costs 2.32   Project Population 320$                   513$                          513$                          

     Sub-Total 1,855$                2,970$                       2,970$                       
Revenue - Use of Money & Property

Interest 0.638%   % of Other Revenues 2,061$                3,249$                       3,312$                       

     Sub-Total 2,061$                3,249$                       3,312$                       
Intergovernmental Revenue - State

Highway Users Tax 26.56   Project Population 3,666$                5,871$                       5,871$                       
Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Tax 47.05   Project Population 6,494$                10,399$                     10,399$                     
Prop 172 Public Safety 59.21   Project Population 8,171$                13,085$                     13,085$                     

     Sub-Total 18,330$              29,354$                     29,354$                     
Charges for Services

Assessor & Tax Collector Fees 2.89   Project Population 398$                   638$                          638$                          
Auditing - Accounting Fees 0.09   Project Population 12$                     19$                            19$                            
Court Fees & Costs 2.50   Project Population 345$                   552$                          552$                          
Humane Services 0.03   Project Population 4$                       7$                              7$                              
Recording Fees 3.93   Project Population 542$                   868$                          868$                          
Educational Services 0.05   Project Population 7$                       11$                            11$                            
Library Services 0.21   Project Population 28$                     46$                            46$                            
Parks & Recreation Services 1.56   Project Population 215$                   345$                          345$                          

     Sub-Total 1,552$                2,486$                       2,486$                       

TOTAL REVENUES 324,940$         512,283$                522,135$                

EXPENDITURES

Public Protection 350.29   Project Population 48,340$              77,414$                     77,414$                     

General Government 8.9%   % of other General Fund Expenditures 6,318$                10,119$                     10,119$                     

Recreation and Cultural Services 166.55   Project Population 22,984$              36,808$                     36,808$                     

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 77,642$           124,340$                124,340$                
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Appendix E:  IMPLAN Analysis 
  Summary of Total Industry Output 
  New Residential Construction (in $millions of 2007 constant dollars) 

NAICS Industry Direct Indirect Induced Total Direct Indirect Induced Total Direct Indirect Induced Total

11 Ag, Forestry, Fish & Hunting 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.07
21 Mining 0.00 0.10 0.12 0.22 0.00 0.07 0.08 0.15 0.00 0.17 0.19 0.37
22 Utilities 0.00 0.15 0.33 0.48 0.00 0.10 0.22 0.32 0.00 0.26 0.55 0.81
23 Construction 55.62 0.07 0.10 55.79 37.15 0.05 0.07 37.27 92.77 0.11 0.17 93.06
31-33  Manufacturing 0.00 4.71 2.73 7.44 0.00 3.14 1.82 4.97 0.00 7.85 4.55 12.40
42 Wholesale Trade 0.00 2.07 1.38 3.46 0.00 1.39 0.92 2.31 0.00 3.46 2.31 5.77
48-49 Transportation & Warehousing 0.00 1.15 0.64 1.79 0.00 0.77 0.42 1.20 0.00 1.93 1.06 2.99
44-45 Retail trade 0.00 5.90 2.58 8.48 0.00 3.94 1.73 5.66 0.00 9.83 4.31 14.14
51 Information 0.00 0.67 0.88 1.55 0.00 0.45 0.58 1.03 0.00 1.12 1.46 2.58
52 Finance & insurance 0.00 1.05 2.18 3.23 0.00 0.70 1.46 2.16 0.00 1.75 3.64 5.39
53 Real estate & rental 0.00 0.93 1.36 2.29 0.00 0.62 0.91 1.53 0.00 1.55 2.26 3.82
54 Professional- scientific & tech svcs 0.00 2.95 1.10 4.05 0.00 1.97 0.73 2.71 0.00 4.92 1.83 6.76
55 Management of companies 0.00 0.48 0.29 0.77 0.00 0.32 0.20 0.51 0.00 0.79 0.49 1.28
56 Administrative & waste services 0.00 0.84 0.54 1.37 0.00 0.56 0.36 0.92 0.00 1.40 0.89 2.29
61 Educational svcs 0.00 0.02 0.43 0.45 0.00 0.02 0.29 0.30 0.00 0.04 0.71 0.75
62 Health & social services 0.00 0.00 3.53 3.53 0.00 0.00 2.36 2.36 0.00 0.00 5.88 5.88
71 Arts- entertainment & recreation 0.00 0.06 0.42 0.47 0.00 0.04 0.28 0.32 0.00 0.09 0.70 0.79
72 Accomodation & food services 0.00 0.20 1.43 1.62 0.00 0.13 0.95 1.08 0.00 0.33 2.38 2.71
81 Other services 0.00 0.44 1.22 1.66 0.00 0.29 0.81 1.11 0.00 0.73 2.03 2.77
92 Government & non NAICs 0.00 0.15 3.01 3.17 0.00 0.10 2.01 2.11 0.00 0.26 5.03 5.28

Total 55.62 21.97 24.27 101.86 37.15 14.67 16.21 68.04 92.77 36.64 40.48 169.90

Source: IMPLAN Professional Input-Output Model
NAICS = North American Industry Classification System

Year 1 Year 2 Combined
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Appendix F:  IMPLAN Analysis 

Summary of One-Year Jobs Created from Residential Construction 
during Development Period 

   

 
 

NAICS Industry Direct Indirect Induced Total Direct Indirect Induced Total Direct Indirect Induced Total

11 Ag, Forestry, Fish & Hunting 0 0.2 0.2 0.4 0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0 0.3 0.3 0.6
21 Mining 0 0.2 0.2 0.4 0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0 0.3 0.3 0.6
22 Utilities 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0 0.1 0.3 0.4 0 0.3 0.7 1
23 Construction 361.1 0.6 0.8 362.5 241.2 0.4 0.5 242.1 602.3 1 1.3 604.6
31-33  Manufacturing 0 22.3 8.4 30.7 0 14.9 5.6 20.5 0 37.2 14 51.2
42 Wholesale Trade 0 12.4 8.3 20.7 0 8.3 5.5 13.8 0 20.7 13.8 34.5
48-49 Transportation & Warehousing 0 9.8 5.2 15 0 6.6 3.5 10.1 0 16.4 8.7 25.1
44-45 Retail trade 0 67.4 29.3 96.7 0 45 19.6 64.6 0 112.4 48.9 161.3
51 Information 0 1.7 2.1 3.8 0 1.2 1.4 2.6 0 2.9 3.5 6.4
52 Finance & insurance 0 4.7 9.3 14 0 3.1 6.2 9.3 0 7.8 15.5 23.3
53 Real estate & rental 0 4.1 6.8 10.9 0 2.7 4.5 7.2 0 6.8 11.3 18.1
54 Professional- scientific & tech svcs 0 22.9 8.3 31.2 0 15.3 5.5 20.8 0 38.2 13.8 52
55 Management of companies 0 2.2 1.4 3.6 0 1.5 0.9 2.4 0 3.7 2.3 6
56 Administrative & waste services 0 15.4 8.9 24.3 0 10.3 5.9 16.2 0 25.7 14.8 40.5
61 Educational svcs 0 0.4 7.6 8 0 0.3 5.1 5.4 0 0.7 12.7 13.4
62 Health & social services 0 0 38.9 38.9 0 0 26 26 0 0 64.9 64.9
71 Arts- entertainment & recreation 0 0.9 5.9 6.8 0 0.6 3.9 4.5 0 1.5 9.8 11.3
72 Accomodation & food services 0 3.1 24.1 27.2 0 2.1 16.1 18.2 0 5.2 40.2 45.4
81 Other services 0 4.6 20 24.6 0 3.1 13.3 16.4 0 7.7 33.3 41
92 Government & non NAICs 0 0.6 1.8 2.4 0 0.4 1.2 1.6 0 1 3 4

Total 361.1 173.7 187.9 722.7 241.2 116.1 125.2 482.5 602.3 289.8 313.1 1205.2

Source: IMPLAN Professional Input-Output Model
NAICS = North American Industry Classification System

Year 1 Year 2 Combined
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Memorandum 

Date: May 14, 2007 

To:  Sage Community Group, Inc 

From:  Economics Research Associates 

RE:  Financial Feasibility Analysis of EIR Alternatives – Triangle Ranch 

ERA No:   17217 

 
At the request of Sage Community Group, Inc. (Sage), Economics Research Associates 
(ERA) and Casper Estimating Services (CES) have prepared a financial feasibility and land 
value assessment of Sage’s preferred development plan for the proposed Triangle Ranch 
project area located in Agoura Hills, California. In addition, ERA and CES have conducted 
financial feasibility assessments of Alternatives 2 through 5 as described in the project’s 
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This memorandum presents our conclusions regarding feasibility, a description of our 
analysis methodology, a description of the preferred development plan and each of the 
alternatives tested, information about the market and development cost factors used in the 
assessments as well as the cash flow analyses used to derive the relative land values. 

METHODOLOGY 

The objective of the financial feasibility analysis is the testing of the relative economic 
value of the project site as if fully entitled land compared to the value of the site as 
unentitled open space. To a master site developer, as well as to the ultimate buyers of the 
finished land parcels (which could be merchant housing developers or in the case of 
Alternative 2, individuals intending to build custom housing) the land value of the project 
site will change based on the number of parcels that are allowed under the final granted 
entitlements. This is a function of the allowable densities as well as the cost to develop the 
pads and the surrounding site area to the specifications called for under each development 
scenario.  

For each of the “development” scenarios, land value is determined using a land residual 
approach. This method is a two-step process which focuses on a final retail bulk price 
estimate for the proposed residential lots, from which is deducted estimated land 
development costs plus pertinent indirect expenses to yield an “as is” estimate of land 
value, discounted for the time to develop the sites as well as the estimated sell-off period. It 
represents what a housing developer would likely pay for a finished site taking into 
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account the final sales price of the finished housing unit and a level of profit for the 
developer. In other words, it is an estimate of the market price for the land with the 
assumption that the number of units called for in the scenario will be entitled for 
development. 

For each scenario, this estimated market value is then compared against the value of the 
site as unentitled open space as determined in the October 18, 2006 appraisal by Buss-
Shelger Associates.  

If the market value of the land for a development alternative is equal to, or less than value 
of the site as unentitled open space, the alternative is economically unfeasible. In other 
words, a rational investor would not undertake further development and planning on the 
site given the potential for investment return is less than that which could be achieved by 
selling the land for use as open space. It has no development value. 

VALUE OF SITE AS UNENTITLED OPEN SPACE 

An October 18, 2006 appraisal by the firm of Buss-Shelger Associates determined a value 
of $10.4 million for the 320.3 acre project site as unentitled open space. This is the base 
value used to compare the development alternatives. 

DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES 

The preferred development alternative assumes a 61 lot residential plan. Lot sizes average 
15,390 square feet net.  

As identified in the EIR document, the alternatives to the preferred plan are as follows: 

Alternative 1 – No Project is provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15 126.6. 

Alternative 2 – Large Lot Alternative with 49 parcels. This scenario evaluates an 
alternative design that combines comments made by area homeowners: 1) that the site 
should be developed with large, ranchette-type lots, and 2) that the number of residences 
should be limited to the densities proposed for the project site by an early version of the 
Draft Ventura Freeway Corridor Areawide Plan. Although the Santa Monica Mountains 
North Area Plan (SMMNAP), and not the Draft Ventura Freeway Corridor Areawide Plan, 
determines the permitted land use density for the project site, an alternative consistent with 
the Draft Ventura Freeway Corridor Areawide Plan is included because members of the 
public have requested it. Alternative 2 also addresses comments made by community 
residents that the project site should be developed with large lot estates.  

Alternative 3 — Alternate Site Plan with 81 parcels. This scenario evaluates an alternative 
design that eliminates residential development in the portion of the project site that lies 
between Kanan and Cornell Roads. In this alternative, 54 single-family residences would 
be developed on the west side of Kanan Road, and 27 single-family residences would be 
developed on the east side of Cornell Road.  
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Alternative 4 – SEA/Reduced Lot Plan with 44 parcels. This is designed in response to 
SEATAC and DRP staff comments to reduce project impacts to SEA No. 6 and biological 
resources in general, by: (1) reducing the number of residences on the east side of Cornell 
Road from 27 to 12 homes; (2) reducing the size of building pads to avoid impacts to the 
tributary drainage "M”:(3) eliminating the eastern most cul-de-sac and lots; (4) reducing 
the number of homes between Kanan and Cornell Roads in the northern portion from 10 to 
six homes; (5) reducing the number of homes on the west side of Kanan Road from 44 to 
26 homes; and (6) preserving the central secondary ridge on the west side on Kanan Road, 
and eliminating all housing south of that ridge. In total, Alternative 4 would provide 44 
new homes. 

Alternative 5 –Sensitive Plant Species Avoidance with 76 parcels. This evaluates an 
alternative that reduces impacts to sensitive plant throughout the project site. The 
avoidance of sensitive plant species populations would be achieved by retaining 
populations within proposed open space lots. The total number of units provided on the 
project site would be reduced to 76 residences. 
 

For this analysis, alternatives 2 through 5 were compared to the preferred development 
plan. 

DIRECT DEVELOPMENT COSTS 

Based on site plans developed by the planning team for the preferred development 
alternative as well as EIR alternatives 2 through 5, the firm of CES developed preliminary 
direct cost estimates to develop the project site. These estimates include grade, slope and 
erosion control, sanitary sewers, storm drainage, water distribution, roadway 
improvements, utilities, landscaping, walls and amenities, consultant fees and other service 
costs, and all applicable public agency fees. These costs are summarized in Exhibit 1. 
Detailed cost exhibits for each alternative are included in the appendix of this 
memorandum. 

ENTITLED LAND VALUE 

To facilitate an estimate of land value, ERA has assembled relevant market information 
relating to recent land sales involving bulk residential lots considered reasonably 
comparable to those proposed for the project site under the various alternatives. The data 
has focused on acquisitions in the Conejo and Simi Valleys as the economic characteristics 
are comparable to those surrounding the Triangle Ranch project site. Two surveys of bulk 
lot sales were conducted for this study – one for lots of less than an acre in size and one for 
lots one acre or greater in size. 

As shown in Exhibit 2, recent land sales for finished bulk residential lots of less than one 
acre have ranged $330,000 to $610,000 per lot. Lot pricing does reflect an upward trend 
over time; however, location and average lot sizes are more critical components to pricing. 

The most recent sale of the Rancho Do Vientos property in Thousand Oaks represents the 
final sale of a larger master-planned community with 2,350 dwelling units. This site, which  
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has been in escrow several times, finally sold in December 2006 $42,090,000, or $610,000 
per lot. While it is of somewhat superior quality owing to the already developed nature of 
the surrounding community, the Dos Vientos site is the most comparable sale to the 
Triangle Ranch property. We have adopted a retail bulk price of $600,000 per lot for the 
Triangle Ranch scenarios with average lots sizes less than one-acre. 

For Scenario 2, it is envisioned that the property would be developed with large-lot 
ranchette-type properties. These parcels would average just under six acres in size. Exhibit 
3 presents information on recent sales of large lot residential property in the Conejo and 
Simi Valley areas. Per lot prices range from $515,000 to $900,000. While three out of four 
sales since 2004 have been in the low $500,000 per lot, ERA believes that the Rancho Dos 
Vientos area provides the best comparable to the Triangle Ranch project Site. While not as 
superior a location as Rancho Dos Vientos, we believe the Triangle Ranch site developed 
as large lot properties could garner an average lot price of $800,000. 

LAND RESIDUAL ANALYSIS 

The exhibits in Appendix B present the results of the land residual value analysis for the 
preferred alternative as well as each of the four alternatives tested. These estimates 
incorporate CES’s direct development cost estimates as well as indirect costs estimated by 
ERA based on our experience with master plan community development projects. 
Approvals and land development timing is the same for each of the scenarios tested. Lot 
absorption estimates are the following: 

• Preferred Development – 3 month absorption period (20 lots average per month) 

• Alternative 2 – 12 month absorption period – large lot custom home pads. 

• Alternative 3  --  4 month absorption period (20 lots average per month)  

• Alternative 4  --  2 month absorption period (22 lots average per month) 

• Alternative 5  --  4 month absorption period (19 lots average per month) 

The other key analysis metric in the financial analysis is the selection of an appropriate 
discount rate. The discount rate is the average risk-adjusted annual return on investment 
that a developer aims to achieve when considering a project. In order to attract capital to a 
project, the developer must show the equity partners that their investment will reap benefits 
consistent wit the risk. Investment capital is always seeking the best investment mix, 
including a variety of high and low risk elements. Very low risk investments, such as 
government bonds, have very low returns. Real estate, historically, has been viewed as a 
relatively high-risk investment due to the number of unknown factors, and therefore has 
required higher returns to attract capital. According to the 1st Quarter 2007 developer 
survey by RealtyRates.com, residential land development in the California market (for 
project of 100 units or less) had an average yield expectation of 19.77 percent. For the 
alternatives with lots averaging under one-acre in size, we have used a rounded discount 
rate of 20 percent. For the ranchette scenario with larger lots (Alternative 2), it is assumed  
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that this is a somewhat riskier undertaking for a developer due to the longer absorption 
periods associated with this type of product. In this case, we have used a 23 percent 
discount rate to measure the underlying land value. 

LAND RESIDUAL RESULTS 

The following table presents a summary of the results of the land residual analyses. Each 
result is compared against the value of the property as if it were sold as unentitled open 
space land. 

ALTERNATIVE Estimated 
Land Value 

Financially 
Feasible / Not 

Feasible 

Comment

Unentitled Open Space $10,400,000  

Preferred Scenario – 61 lots $11,600,000 Feasible 

Alternative 2 – 49 lots ($30,860,000) Not Feasible Development 
costs exceed sales 

value

Alternative 3 – 81 lots $11,140,000 Feasible Plan is more 
dense that 

Preferred Alt

Alternative 4 – 44 lots $5,830,000 Not Feasible 

Alternative 5 – 76 lots $10,090,000 Not Feasible Plan is more 
dense that 

Preferred Alt

 

Alternatives 2, 4 and 5 are all financially infeasible due to the fact that their market value 
as entitled land is worth less that land valued as entitled open space. Alternative 3 
represents an economically feasible alternative; however, at 81 lots, this scenario is more 
dense that the preferred alternative. The preferred development plan at 61 lots is 
economically feasible given the assumptions discussed in this memorandum. 
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APPENDIX A 

DIRECT DEVELOPMENT COST ESTIMATES 



 
Casper Estimating Services 
23591 El Toro Road 
Suite 291  
Lake Forest, CA 92630 

 
 
 

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE 
 

TRIANGLE RANCH  
 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CA 
 
 
 

ALTERNATES 1-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 May 9, 2007 
 
 
 
 

PREPARED FOR: ECONOMIC RESEARCH ASSOCIATES 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITATIONS 
 

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS 
 

1.  The following estimates are based upon preliminary plans which have not been 
approved by the County of Los Angeles by Wagner Halladay and Christoper A. 
Joseph & Associates.   

 
2. A soils report by Pacific Soils Engineering Inc. dated May 15, 2000 (work order 

no. 101568-MP) was used to derive remedial grading quantities.   
 

3. Construction costs have been increasing dramatically over the last few months.  
CES does not make any guarantee regarding unit pricing.  This is our opinion 
based upon earlier contracts and our past experience.   

 
4. No conditions of approval were available at this time. 

 
 

GRADING 
 

1. Earthwork quantities did not balance for any of the scenarios.  However several of 
the scenarios are close enough to balance that with slight changes in elevations 
the site would balance.  We assumed if the site was close enough that the site 
would be adjusted to eliminate the need to export or import dirt materials. 

2. Remedial grading quantities are based upon the soils engineer’s 
recommendations. A cut/fill map was used to determine depths of removal and 
areas which may require blasting.  A rippability report was not available at the 
time of this estimate.  It is assumed that anything below the mapped artificial fill 
and alluvium/colluvium areas would require blasting.    

 
SLOPE AND EROSION CONTROL 

 
1. Erosion control was based on $2,500 per acre and includes SWPP requirements.  

An allowance of $1,500 per acre was also included for maintenance of the SWPP 
past the 1st year. 

 
 
 



 
 
 

AREA DRAINS 
 
 

1. Area drains have not been included in this estimate.  Due to the size of the lots it 
is assumed that area drains will not be required. 

 
SEWER 

 
1. It is assumed that an 8-inch main will be required intract.  There is an existing 30-

33-inch line that goes from north to south through the middle of the site.  This 
will necessitate the construction of offsite sewer main to connect to the existing 
line. 

 
2. A few of the alternates will require pump stations and force main.   

 
 

STORM DRAIN 
 

1. Storm drain sizing is based upon the tentative tract map and the Draft 
Environmental Report Hydrology Map.   The storm drain system was modified 
when necessary for the other alternates.    

 
2.  The storm drain drains into Media Creek.  The use of water clarifiers (CDS Units)   
 It will be necessary to clean the water prior to discharge into the creek. 

 
WATER 

 
1. It is assumed that an 8-inch main will be required.  There is no water main in 

Kanan.  Therefore, this estimate extends the water lines up Kanan to the northern 
boundary.   

2.   Alternate 2 may require a booster station due to the higher pad elevations 
proposed in this alternate. 

 
 
ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

 
1. The R-Value for pavement has not been determined by the soils engineer at this 

time.  The thickness of pavement used in this estimate is an assumed section 
subject to revision was the soils engineer has made his determination of R-Value. 

 
 



 
 
 
 

2.  The roads improvements are based upon the road sections shown on the tentative 
tract map.  This section shows a concrete inverted shoulder with no sidewalk.  

 
 
 
 
UTILITIES 

 
1. There are existing power poles along the east side of Kanan.  There is existing 

power poles also along the west side of Cornell Road.  There are also overhead 
telephone lines along the east side of Cornell Road.  It was assumed whenever 
there was an entry into a project that the telephone lines along Cornell would be 
undergrounded to enhance the project.  The power lines along Kanan will need to 
be relocated due to the widening shown on Halladay’s plans.     

 
2. The utility costs are based upon dry utility contracts for previous jobs.   

 
3. It is assumed that 100% of utility fees will be refunded with the exception of 

Alternate 2 (large lot scenario).   
 
 

LANDSCAPING , WALLS, AMENTIES 
 

1. A perimeter block has been estimated for this development.  No interior walls or   
fencing have been included in this estimate.     

 
2. Parkway landscaping has been included for the widening of Cornell.   

 
3. Landscaping of slopes over three feet in height have been included in this 

estimate. 
 

4. Fuel Modification has been included per the exhibit found in the EIR.   
 

CONSULTING FEES & SERVICE 
 

1. The consulting fees are estimate only and are not proposals. 
 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 

PUBLIC AGENCY FEES 
 

1. The development impact fees are based upon the fees schedules from the various 
agencies associated with this development.   

 
2. This estimate includes development impact fees for all scenarios except Alternate. 

 
3. Fee increase from time to time.  The park fees may go up on July 1, 2007.  The 

county did not know what the new rate would be.       
 



 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 
DESCRIPTION TOTAL COST/UNIT

TOTAL GRADING $3,387,561 $55,534

TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $265,829 $4,358

TOTAL SANITARY SEWERS $1,301,352 $21,334

TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $959,833 $15,735

TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $1,957,417 $32,089

TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,130,719 $18,536

TOTAL UTILITIES $741,882 $12,162

TOTAL LANDSCAPING,WALLS, AMENTIES $2,026,105 $33,215

TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICE $981,035 $16,083

TOTAL PUBLIC AGENCY FEES $3,461,413 $56,744

GRAND TOTAL $16,213,145 $265,789

Note: This estimate is based on a 100-scale TTM.  

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  GRADING QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
 
  CLEARING & GRUBBING  29.95            AC $1,500.00 $44,930.34
  REMOVE SHEDS & MISC. ITEMS -                SF $0.50 $0.00
  REMOVE HOUSE -                SF $2.50 $0.00
  RAW EXCAVATION 274,630 CY $2.25 $617,917.50
  REMOVALS 485,200 CY $1.35 $655,020.00
  OVEREXCAVATON CUT/FILL TRANS. 11,000 CY $1.35 $14,850.00
  STREET OVEREXCAVATION 27,000 CY $5.25 $141,750.00
  ROCK LOT OVEREXCAVATION SURCHAR 18,519 CY $3.00 $55,555.56
  HEAVY RIPPING SURCHARGE (20%) 0 CY $0.55 $0.00
  PAD OVEREXCAVATION (ROCK) 22,000 CY $5.50 $121,000.00
  STREET UTILITIES OX (ROCK) 6,000 CY $5.50 $33,000.00
  HAULING IN ROCK TRUCK (50%) 137,315 CY $1.80 $247,167.00
  BLASTING 137,315 CY $3.00 $411,945.00
  CRUSHING  (20% OVERSIZED) 27,463 CY $11.00 $302,093.00
  EXPORT 24,525 CY $0.00 ADJ. TO BALANCE
  STREET/SLOPE/PAD FINISH 61 DU 3,200.00                  $195,200.00
  SCARIFY & RECOMPACT LOTS (1/2) 0 DU $0.00 $0.00
  8" CANYON SUBDRAIN 3,260 LF $22.00 $71,720.00
  4" BUTTRESS SUBDRAIN 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  4" BUTTRESS OUTLET PIPE 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  ROUGH PULLS EXPORT 0 EA $0.00 NOT INCLUDED
  CONSTRUCTION WATER 816,349 CY $0.15 $122,452.28
  MOBILIZATION 1 LS $45,000.000 $45,000.00
  SUB-TOTAL GRADING $3,079,600.67

10% CONTINGENCY $307,960.07

  TOTAL GRADING $3,387,560.74

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls

Page 2 of 13
5/14/2007

3:28 PM



 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  EROSION CONTROL QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

  TERRACE DRAIN 310 LF $22.00 $6,820.00
  DOWN DRAIN 45 LF $25.00 $1,125.00
  INTERCEPTOR DRAIN 2,325 LF $15.00 $34,875.00
  TRAP CHANNEL 715 LF $55.00 $39,325.00
  SPLASH WALL 30 LF $25.00 $750.00
  RIP RAP 600 SF $12.00 $7,200.00
  DOWN DRAIN TO PIPE TRANS. 1 EA $1,800.00 $1,800.00
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP 29.95 AC $3,500.00 $104,837.45
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP MAINT. 29.95 AC $1,500.00 $44,930.34

_________________
  SUB-TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $241,662.79

10% CONTINGENCY $24,166.28

  TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $265,829.07

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  SANITARY SEWERS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    8" PVC MAIN 4,145 LF $32.00 $132,640.00
    8" PVC MAIN IN PAVEMENT 3,765 LF $180.00 $677,700.00
    EXTRA-DEEP  (12'-15') 1,240 LF $48.00 $59,520.00
    EXTRA-DEEP 8" PVC (12-17 FT.) 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    4" PVC LATERAL IN CORNELL ROAD 2 EA $1,500.00 $3,000.00
    4" PVC LATERAL 44 EA $600.00 $26,400.00
    4" PVC EXTRA DEEP SEWER LATERAL 15 EA $900.00 $13,500.00
    STANDARD MANHOLE 25 EA $2,200.00 $55,000.00
    EXTRA DEEP MANHOLE 4 EA $3,300.00 $13,200.00
    MANHOLE (50% REIMBURSEMENT) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 1 EA $3,500.00 $3,500.00
    JOIN TO EXISTING MAIN / CONST. MH 2 EA $7,200.00 $14,400.00
    60" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    72" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CLEAN-OUTS 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    ENCASEMENT UNDER CREEK 240 LF $120.00 $28,800.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 18,825 SF $7.50 $141,187.50
    SADDLE JOIN 2 EA $900.00 $1,800.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 31 EA $400.00 $12,400.00
    PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    PUMP STATION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $500.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FAIR SHARE OF OFFSITE SEWER 0 EA $1,370.00 $0.00
    BALLING/TESTING 0 LF $1.00 $0.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $1,183,047.50

10% CONTINGENCY $118,304.75

    TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $1,301,352.25

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  STORM DRAINAGE QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    18" RCP 435 LF $55.00 $23,925.00
    24" RCP 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    30" RCP 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    36" RCP 2,740 LF $115.00 $315,100.00
    36" RCP IN PAVEMENT 620 LF $225.00 $139,500.00
    54" RCP 0 LF $137.00 $0.00
    60" RCP 0 LF $165.00 $0.00
    66" RCP  0 LF $182.00 $0.00
    MANHOLE 13 EA $6,200.00 $80,600.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 13 EA $450.00 $5,850.00
    JUNCTION STRUCTURE 4 EA $1,500.00 $6,000.00
    CATCH BASIN - LOCAL DEPRESSIONS
      W = 7' 0 EA $3,800.00 $0.00
      W = 14' 11 EA $6,200.00 $68,200.00
    STORM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE COLLAR 0 EA $550.00 $0.00
    SLOPE ANCHOR 0 EA $3,500.00 $0.00
    36" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 3 EA $38,000.00 $114,000.00
    STAIRS 60 LF $240.00 $14,400.00
    CDS UNIT 3 EA $35,000.00 $105,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $872,575.00

10% CONTINGENCY $87,257.50

    TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $959,832.50

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  WATER DISTRIBUTION QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

     8" PVC IN PAVEMENT 3,950 LF $160.00 $632,000.00
     8" PVC 4,145 LF $32.00 $132,640.00
     8" PVC (RECLAIMED WATER) 3,950 LF $160.00 $632,000.00
     8" PVC (TOMPKIN) 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
     1" SERVICE 59 EA $750.00 $44,250.00
     2" SERVICE (IRRIG) 4 EA $1,800.00 $7,200.00
     1" SERVICE  IN PAVEMENT 2 EA $2,200.00 $4,400.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 13 EA $1,375.00 $17,875.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY (SHARED) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
      8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY 14 EA $4,200.00 $58,030.00
    DETECTOR CHECK 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    1" AIR/VACUUM RELEASE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    TEST STATION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY 5 EA $2,200.00 $11,000.00
    SPECIAL ENCASEMENT 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    SPECIAL BACKFILL 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    BRIDGE CASINGS 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    TEMPORARY PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 39,500 SF $5.00 $197,500.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 1 EA $1,200.00 $1,200.00
    8" HOT TAP 2 EA $5,000.00 $10,000.00
    CUT IN TEE 2 EA $12,000.00 $24,000.00
    ADJUST VALVE TO GRADE 27 EA $275.00 $7,374.58

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

    PRESSURE REDUCING STATION 0 EA $40,000.00 $0.00
    RESERVOIR 0 GA $0.00 $0.00
    PUMP SYSTEM 0 EA $0.00 $0.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $1,779,469.58

10% CONTINGENCY $177,946.96

    TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $1,957,416.54

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    ROLLED CURB & GUTTER 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    INVERTED CONCRETE SHOULDER 7,140 LF $12.50 $89,250.00
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (KANAN) 3,450 LF $13.50 $46,575.00
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (CORNELL 1,445 LF $13.50 $19,507.50
    6" MEDIAN CURB 295 LF $12.50 $3,687.50
    6" CURB ONLY 250 LF $9.50 $2,375.00
    CUT GRADE 12,580 LF $1.50 $18,870.00
    SIDEWALK OFFSITE 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    SIDEWALK INTRACT 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    DRIVEWAY APRONS/CUT GRADE 20,344 SF $4.00 $81,374.00
    STAMPED CONCRETE 0 SF $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE CROSSGUTTER/ CUT GRADE 1,800 SF $7.50 $13,500.00
    2" AC/  8" AB 137,460 SF $1.72 $236,431.20
    4" AC/ 12" AB (KANAN) 44,265 SF $2.96 $131,024.40
    2" AC/ 8" AB (CORNELL) 31,005 SF $2.06 $63,994.32
    2 AC/ 8" AB (ROWLEY) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    2 AC/ 8" AB (OFFSITE) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    SUBGRADE PREPARATION 212,730 SF $0.22 $46,800.60
    FINAL LIFT W/ SWEEP & TACK 212,730 SF $0.55 $117,001.50
    TRAFFIC CONTROL 1 LS $78,000.00 $78,000.00
    STRIPING 1 LS $13,435.00 $13,435.00
    PARKWAY DRAIN 0 EA $2,600.00 $0.00
    STREET SIGN 8 EA $425.00 $3,400.00
    STOP SIGN 4 EA $425.00 $1,700.00
    ACCESS RAMPS 0 EA $125.00 $0.00
   REPAIRS FOR BOND EXONERATION 61 DU $1,000.00 $61,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,027,926.02

10% CONTINGENCY $102,792.60

    TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,130,718.62

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  UTILITIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    UNDERGROUND POWER
      UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE POLES 1 LS $22,500.00 $22,500.00
      UNDERGROUND POWER LINES @ ENTR 1,200 LF $180.00 $216,000.00
      JOINT TRENCHING 4,065 LF $50.00 $203,250.00
    STREET LIGHTS
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 8 EA $4,500.00 $37,500.00
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 5 EA $4,500.00 $22,500.00
      BOLLARDS 27 EA $1,800.00 $48,780.00
      ENERGY CHARGES 24 MO $577.80 $13,867.20
      CABLE TV 4,065 LF $2.00 $8,130.00
      TELEPHONE 4,065 LF $7.00 $28,455.00
      LINE EXTENSION FEE 4,065 LF $24.00 $97,560.00
      SERVICE EXTENSION FEE 61 LF $700.00 $42,700.00
      GAS MAIN EXTENSION FEE 4,065 LF $6.50 $26,422.50
      GAS STUB DEPOSITS 61 EA $250.00 $15,250.00
      REFUNDABLE 1 LS ($131,952.00) ($131,952.00)
      TRENCHING TAX 35% LS $67,072.00 $23,475.20

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL UTILITIES $674,437.90

10% CONTINGENCY $67,443.79

    TOTAL UTILITIES $741,881.69

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    CRIB WALL 8,263 SF $28.00 $231,364.00
    TRAIL 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    PILASTER 77 EA $425.00 $32,725.00
    VIEW WALLS 7,020 LF $52.00 $365,040.00

ALLOW.     ENTRY SIGN/MONUMENTATION/GATE 1 EA $55,000.00 $55,000.00
    OAK TREE  &  MONITORING (24" BOX) 17 EA $700.00 $11,900.00

2: 1 Ratio     WETLANDS MITIGATION 0.16 AC $65,000.00 $10,400.00
    MEDIAN LANDSCAPING (INTRACT) 930 SF $6.00 $5,580.00
    MEDIAN HARDSCAPE (CORNELL) 700 SF $12.00 $8,400.00
    LANDSCAPE LOT 67 & 64 2,000 SF $6.00 $12,000.00
    PARKWAY LANDSCAPING (CORNELL) 4,000 SF $6.00 $24,000.00
    FUEL MODIFICATION 770,185 SF $0.35 $269,564.75
    SLOPE PLANTING ONLY (NO IRRIG.) 350,225 SF $1.75 $612,893.19
    MAINTENANCE (1 YEAR) 1,128,040 SF $0.18 $203,047.14

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $1,841,914.08

10% CONTINGENCY $184,191.41

    TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $2,026,105.49

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    REVISE PRELIMINARY SOILS REPORT 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00
    ROUGH GRADING REVIEW 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00
    TRENCH BACKFILL CONTROL 12,005 LF $1.00 $12,005.00
    COMPACTION/GRADING CNTRL. 816,349 CY $0.12 $97,961.82
    PRELIMINARY PLANNING STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
    INTRACT OFFICE & FIELD WORK 61                 DU $7,500.00 $457,500.00
    OFFICE & FIELD WORK ROUGH GRADING -                DU $0 $0.00
    OFFICE WORK
      TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 INCLUDED
      PRECISE GRADING 0 DU $0.00 INCLUDED
      PRELIMINARY STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 0 DU $0.00 COMPLETED
      SPECIAL STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      A.L.T.A. SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
    MISCELLANEOUS 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
      PHASE 1 ASSESSMENT 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00
      ARCHEO/PALEONTOLOGIST 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00
      LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT 8% LS $2,026,100.00 $162,088.00
      UTILITY CONSULTANT 61 DU $350.00 $21,350.00
      TRAFFIC ENGINEER 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00
      ACOUSTICAL 1 LS $2,500.00 $2,500.00
      BIOLOGIST 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00
      BLUEPRINT & DELIVERIES 5% $808,904.82 $40,445.24

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $891,850.06

10% CONTINGENCY $89,185.01
 

    TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $981,035.07

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  PUBLIC AGENCY FEES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

BONDS
      PERFORMANCE 1.5% LS $11,028,815.21 $165,432.23
PLANNING FEES
      EIR -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      FISH & GAME -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      GEOTECHNICAL REPORT REVIEW -              LS $0.00 $0.00
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP -              LS $0.00 $0.00
LOS ANGELES COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS
       MAP ANALYSIS 1 LS $17,538.00 $17,538.00
       STREET IMPOVE. PLAN CHECK 1 LS $21,368.00 $21,368.00
       STORM DRAIN PLAN CHECK & INSP. 1 LS $55,283.02 $55,283.02
       LIGHTING PLAN CHECK 1 LS $900.00 $900.00
       HYDROLOGY STUDY 1                   LS $6,844.00 $6,844.00
       GRADING PLAN REVIEW & INSP. 1 LS $83,038.82 $83,038.82
       LANDSCAPING PLAN CHECK & INSP. 25.90 AC $2,407.00 $62,332.22
       EASEMENT CHECKING 1                   LS $1,191.00 $1,191.00
       MONUMENT INSPECTION 85                 EA $279.00 $23,715.00
       BOND AGREEMENT PROCESSING 1                   LS $462.00 $462.00
       CONDITIONS FOR FINAL MAP 1                   LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
       OAK TRE INSPECTION 1                   LS $304.00 $304.00
       PRECISE GRADING PL. CHECK & INSP. 1 LS $7,500.00 $7,500.00
LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DIST.
    SEWER & WATER PLAN CHECK 2% $3,258,768.79 $65,175.38
    WATER & SEWER INSPECTION 6% $3,258,768.79 $195,526.13
    WATER CAPACITY FEES UNIT 61 DU $7,820.00 $477,020.00
    WATER CAPACITY FEES IRRIG. METER 4 EA $41,172.00 $164,688.00
    SEWER CAPACITY FEES 61 DU $7,000.00 $427,000.00

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, TTM 52419, Preferred Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 61
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
SCHOOL FEE 274500 SF $2.63 $721,935.00
BRIDGE & MAJOR THOROGHFARE FEE 61 DU $3,179.00 $193,919.00
FIRE FACILITIES 305000 SF $0.7876 $240,218.00
LIBRARY 61 DU $740.00 $45,140.00
PARK FEE QUINBY 61 DU $2,708.34 $165,209.00
    SUB-TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS  (THIS PAGE) $3,146,738.80

10% CONTINGENCY $314,673.88

    TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS $3,461,412.67

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest,  CA 92630
(949) 206-1065
5/9/07 ttm 52419 preferred alternate.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 
DESCRIPTION TOTAL COST/UNIT

TOTAL GRADING $38,775,284 $791,332

TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $1,728,683 $35,279

TOTAL SANITARY SEWERS $1,654,463 $33,765

TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $1,405,135 $28,676

TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $2,699,817 $55,098

TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $2,009,854 $41,017

TOTAL UTILITIES $1,746,886 $35,651

TOTAL LANDSCAPING,WALLS, AMENTIES $6,277,921 $128,121

TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICE $2,257,582 $46,073

TOTAL PUBLIC AGENCY FEES $3,551,388 $72,477

GRAND TOTAL $62,107,012 $1,267,490

Note: This estimate is based on a 100-scale TTM.  

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  GRADING QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
 
  CLEARING & GRUBBING  98.82            AC $1,500.00 $148,230.00
  REMOVE SHEDS & MISC. ITEMS -                SF $0.50 $0.00
  REMOVE HOUSE -                SF $2.50 $0.00
  RAW EXCAVATION 2,786,030 CY $2.25 $6,268,567.50
  REMOVALS 484,500 CY $1.35 $654,075.00
  OVEREXCAVATON CUT/FILL TRANS. ROC 55,000 CY $5.50 $302,500.00
  STREET CAPPING 0 CY $2.20 $0.00
  ALLUVIUM 0 CY $1.35 $0.00
  HEAVY RIPPING SURCHARGE (20%) 0 CY $0.55 $0.00
  PAD OVEREXCAVATION (ROCK) 0 CY $2.75 $0.00
  STREET UTILITIES OX (ROCK) 0 CY $2.75 $0.00
  HAULING IN ROCK TRUCK (90%) 2,507,427 CY $1.80 $4,513,368.60
  BLASTING 2,507,427 CY $3.00 $7,522,281.00
  CRUSHING  (20% OVERSIZED) 501,485 CY $11.00 $5,516,339.40
  EXPORT 1,500,000 CY $6.00 $9,000,000.00
  STREET/SLOPE/PAD FINISH 49 DU 13,177.00                $645,673.00
  SCARIFY & RECOMPACT LOTS (1/2) 0 DU $0.00 $0.00
  8" CANYON SUBDRAIN 4,780 LF $22.00 $105,160.00
  4" BUTTRESS SUBDRAIN 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  4" BUTTRESS OUTLET PIPE 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  ROUGH PULLS EXPORT 0 EA $0.00 NOT INCLUDED
  CONSTRUCTION WATER 3,325,530 CY $0.12 $399,063.60
  MOBILIZATION 1 LS $175,000.000 $175,000.00
  SUB-TOTAL GRADING $35,250,258.10

10% CONTINGENCY $3,525,025.81

  TOTAL GRADING $38,775,283.91
* Removals per Pacific Soils recommendations.

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  EROSION CONTROL QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

  TERRACE DRAIN 26,740 LF $22.00 $588,280.00
  DOWN DRAIN 3,825 LF $25.00 $95,625.00
  INTERCEPTOR DRAIN 21,855 LF $15.00 $327,825.00
  TRAP CHANNEL 0 LF $55.00 $0.00
  SPLASH WALL 1,380 LF $25.00 $34,500.00
  RIP RAP 2,000 SF $12.00 $24,000.00
  DOWN DRAIN TRANS. 4 EA $1,800.00 $7,200.00
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP 98.82 AC $3,500.00 $345,870.00
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP MAINT. 98.82 AC $1,500.00 $148,230.00

_________________
  SUB-TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $1,571,530.00

10% CONTINGENCY $157,153.00

  TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $1,728,683.00

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  SANITARY SEWERS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    8" PVC MAIN 11,010 LF $32.00 $352,320.00
    8" PVC MAIN IN PAVEMENT 1,545 LF $180.00 $278,100.00
    EXTRA-DEEP  (12'-15') 400 LF $48.00 $19,200.00
    FORCE MAIN 1,800 LF $22.00 $39,600.00
    4" PVC LATERAL 7 EA $1,500.00 $10,500.00
    4" PVC LATERAL 44 EA $600.00 $26,400.00
    4" PVC EXTRA DEEP SEWER LATERAL 0 EA $900.00 $0.00
    STANDARD MANHOLE 61 EA $2,200.00 $134,200.00
    EXTRA DEEP MANHOLE 0 EA $3,300.00 $0.00
    MANHOLE (50% REIMBURSEMENT) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 1 EA $3,500.00 $3,500.00
    JOIN TO EXISTING MAIN / CONST. MH 3 EA $7,200.00 $21,600.00
    60" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    72" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CLEAN-OUTS 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    ENCASEMENT UNDER CREEK 240 LF $120.00 $28,800.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 7,725 SF $7.50 $57,937.50
    SADDLE JOIN 7 EA $900.00 $6,300.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 64 EA $400.00 $25,600.00
    PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    LIFT STATION 2 EA $250,000.00 $500,000.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $500.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FAIR SHARE OF OFFSITE SEWER 0 EA $1,370.00 $0.00
    BALLING/TESTING 0 LF $1.00 $0.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $1,504,057.50

10% CONTINGENCY $150,405.75

    TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $1,654,463.25

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  STORM DRAINAGE QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    18" RCP 2,415 LF $55.00 $132,825.00
    24" RCP 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    30" RCP 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    36" RCP 2,370 LF $115.00 $272,550.00
    42" RCP 1,460 LF $132.00 $192,720.00
    48" RCP 300 LF $148.00 $44,400.00
    60" RCP 0 LF $165.00 $0.00
    66" RCP  0 LF $182.00 $0.00
    MANHOLE 8 EA $6,200.00 $49,600.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 8 EA $450.00 $3,600.00
    JUNCTION STRUCTURE 18 EA $1,500.00 $27,000.00
    CATCH BASIN - LOCAL DEPRESSIONS
      W = 7' 0 EA $3,800.00 $0.00
      W = 14' 22 EA $6,200.00 $136,400.00
    STORM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE COLLAR 0 EA $550.00 $0.00
    SLOPE ANCHOR 0 EA $3,500.00 $0.00
    STAIRS 120 LF $240.00 $28,800.00
    18" INLET STRUCTURE 5 EA $4,500.00 $22,500.00
    18" OUTLET STRUCTURE 5 EA $5,500.00 $27,500.00
    36" INLET STRUCTURE 6 EA $8,500.00 $51,000.00
    36" OUTLET STRUCTURE 5 EA $12,500.00 $62,500.00
    42" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 2 EA $48,000.00 $96,000.00
    48" INLET STRUCTURE 1 EA $10,000.00 $10,000.00
    48" OUTLET STRUCTURE 1 EA $15,000.00 $15,000.00
    CDS UNIT 3 EA $35,000.00 $105,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $1,277,395.00

10% CONTINGENCY $127,739.50

    TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $1,405,134.50

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  WATER DISTRIBUTION QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

     8" PVC IN PAVEMENT 3,435 LF $160.00 $549,600.00
     8" PVC 11,950 LF $32.00 $382,400.00
     8" PVC (RECLAIMED WATER) 3,950 LF $160.00 $632,000.00
     8" PVC (TOMPKIN) 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
     1" SERVICE 42 EA $750.00 $31,500.00
     2" SERVICE (IRRIG) 10 EA $1,800.00 $18,000.00
     1" SERVICE  IN PAVEMENT 7 EA $2,200.00 $15,400.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 12 EA $1,375.00 $16,500.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY (SHARED) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
      8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY 40 EA $4,200.00 $167,300.00
    DETECTOR CHECK 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    1" AIR/VACUUM RELEASE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    TEST STATION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY 4 EA $2,200.00 $8,800.00
    SPECIAL ENCASEMENT 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    SPECIAL BACKFILL 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    BRIDGE CASINGS 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    TEMPORARY PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 36,925 SF $5.00 $184,625.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $1,200.00 $0.00
    8" HOT TAP 2 EA $5,000.00 $10,000.00
    CUT IN TEE 2 EA $12,000.00 $24,000.00
    ADJUST VALVE TO GRADE 52 EA $275.00 $14,254.17

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

    PRESSURE REDUCING STATION 0 EA $40,000.00 $0.00
    RESERVOIR 0 GA $0.00 $0.00
    BOOSTER PUMP 1 EA $400,000.00 $400,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $2,454,379.17

10% CONTINGENCY $245,437.92

    TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $2,699,817.08

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    ROLLED CURB & GUTTER 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    INVERTED CONCRETE SHOULDER 16,115 LF $12.50 $201,437.50
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (KANAN) 2,700 LF $13.50 $36,450.00
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (CORNELL 2,240 LF $13.50 $30,240.00
    6" MEDIAN CURB 0 LF $12.50 $0.00
    6" CURB ONLY 500 LF $9.50 $4,750.00
    CUT GRADE 21,555 LF $1.50 $32,332.50
    SIDEWALK OFFSITE 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    SIDEWALK INTRACT 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    DRIVEWAY APRONS/CUT GRADE 16,342 SF $4.00 $65,366.00
    STAMPED CONCRETE 0 SF $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE CROSSGUTTER/ CUT GRADE 900 SF $7.50 $6,750.00
    2" AC/  8" AB 403,020 SF $1.72 $693,194.40
    4" AC/ 12" AB (KANAN) 29,550 SF $2.96 $87,468.00
    2" AC/ 8" AB (CORNELL) 33,600 SF $2.06 $69,350.40
    2 AC/ 8" AB (ROWLEY) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    2 AC/ 8" AB (OFFSITE) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    SUBGRADE PREPARATION 466,170 SF $0.22 $102,557.40
    FINAL LIFT W/ SWEEP & TACK 466,170 SF $0.55 $256,393.50
    TRAFFIC CONTROL 1 LS $73,500.00 $73,500.00
    STRIPING 1 LS $19,600.00 $19,600.00
    PARKWAY DRAIN 5 EA $4,200.00 $21,000.00
    STREET SIGN 6 EA $425.00 $2,550.00
    STOP SIGN 4 EA $425.00 $1,700.00
    ACCESS RAMPS 0 EA $125.00 $0.00
   REPAIRS FOR BOND EXONERATION 49 DU $2,500.00 $122,500.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,827,139.70

10% CONTINGENCY $182,713.97

    TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $2,009,853.67

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  UTILITIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    UNDERGROUND POWER
      UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE POLES 1 LS $45,000.00 $45,000.00
      UNDERGROUND POWER LINES @ ENTR 1,200 LF $180.00 $216,000.00
      JOINT TRENCHING 11,000 LF $60.00 $660,000.00
    STREET LIGHTS
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 20 EA $4,500.00 $90,000.00
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 6 EA $4,500.00 $27,000.00
      BOLLARDS 73 EA $1,800.00 $132,000.00
      ENERGY CHARGES 24 MO $1,428.00 $34,272.00
      CABLE TV 11,000 LF $2.00 $22,000.00
      TELEPHONE 11,000 LF $7.00 $77,000.00
      LINE EXTENSION FEE 11,000 LF $24.00 $264,000.00
      GAS MAIN EXTENSION FEE 11,000 LF $6.50 $71,500.00
      GAS STUB DEPOSITS 49 EA $250.00 $12,250.00
      REFUNDABLE 1 LS ($126,469.00) ($126,469.00)
      TRENCHING TAX 35% LS $181,500.00 $63,525.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL UTILITIES $1,588,078.00

10% CONTINGENCY $158,807.80

    TOTAL UTILITIES $1,746,885.80

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    CRIB WALL 0 SF $28.00 $0.00
    TRAIL 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    PILASTER (50' O.C.) 96 EA $425.00 $40,630.00
    BLOCK WALL/SOUND WALL 4,780 LF $85.00 $406,300.00

ALLOW.     ENTRY SIGN/MONUMENTATION/GATE 1 EA $55,000.00 $55,000.00
    OAK TREE & MONITORING 21 EA $600.00 $12,600.00

4: 1 Ratio     WETLANDS MITIGATION 0.16 AC $65,000.00 $10,400.00
    MEDIAN LANDSCAPING (INTRACT) 0 SF $6.00 $0.00
    MEDIAN LANDSCAPING (CORNELL) 1,400 SF $12.00 $16,800.00
    PARKWAY LANDSCAPING (CORNELL) 4,000 SF $6.00 $24,000.00
    FUEL MODIFICATION 1,938,600 SF $0.35 $678,510.00
    SLOPE PLANTING ONLY (NO IRRIG.) 2,131,109 SF $1.75 $3,729,441.17
    MAINTENANCE (1 YEAR) 4,075,109 SF $0.18 $733,519.66

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $5,707,200.83

10% CONTINGENCY $570,720.08

    TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $6,277,920.92

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    REVISE PRELIMINARY SOILS REPORT 1 LS $85,000.00 $85,000.00
    ROUGH GRADING REVIEW 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00
    TRENCH BACKFILL CONTROL 29,495 LF $1.00 $29,495.00
    COMPACTION/GRADING CNTRL. 3,325,530 CY $0.12 $399,063.60
    PRELIMINARY PLANNING STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
    INTRACT OFFICE & FIELD WORK 49                 DU $15,000.00 $735,000.00
    OFFICE & FIELD WORK ROUGH GRADING -                DU $1,000 $0.00
    OFFICE WORK
      TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 INCLUDED
      PRECISE GRADING 0 DU $0.00 NOT INCLUDED
      PRELIMINARY STUDIES 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000.00
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 49 DU $1,500.00 $73,500.00
      SPECIAL STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      A.L.T.A. SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
    MISCELLANEOUS 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
      PHASE 1 ASSESSMENT 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00
      ARCHEO/PALEONTOLOGIST 1 LS $30,000.00 $30,000.00
      LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT 8% LS $6,277,900.00 $502,232.00
      UTILITY CONSULTANT 49 DU $650.00 $31,850.00
      TRAFFIC ENGINEER 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00
      ACOUSTICAL 1 LS $2,500.00 $2,500.00
      BIOLOGIST 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00
      BLUEPRINT & DELIVERIES 5% $1,914,140.60 $95,707.03

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $2,052,347.63

10% CONTINGENCY $205,234.76
 

    TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $2,257,582.39

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  PUBLIC AGENCY FEES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

BONDS
      PERFORMANCE 1.5% LS $54,551,156.33 $818,267.34
PLANNING FEES
      EIR -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      FISH & GAME -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      GEOTECHNICAL REPORT REVIEW 1                 LS $6,650.53 $6,650.53
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 1                 LS $25,324.00 $25,324.00
LOS ANGELES COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS
       MAP ANALYSIS 1 LS $13,498.00 $13,498.00
       STREET IMPOVE. PLAN CHECK 1 LS $90,707.95 $90,707.95
       STORM DRAIN PLAN CHECK & INSP. 1 LS $60,537.59 $60,537.59
       LIGHTING PLAN CHECK 1 LS $900.00 $900.00
       HYDROLOGY STUDY 1                   LS $5,222.00 $5,222.00
       GRADING PLAN REVIEW & INSP. 1 LS $145,047.87 $145,047.87
       LANDSCAPING PLAN CHECK & INSP. 93.55 AC $2,407.00 $225,178.79
       EASEMENT CHECKING 1                   LS $1,191.00 $1,191.00
       MONUMENT INSPECTION 199               EA $279.00 $55,521.00
       BOND AGREEMENT PROCESSING 1                   LS $462.00 $462.00
       CONDITIONS FOR FINAL MAP 1                   LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
       OAK TRE INSPECTION 1                   LS $304.00 $304.00
       PRECISE GRADING PL. CHECK & INSP. 0 LS $0.00 BUILDER
LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DIST.
    SEWER & WATER PLAN CHECK 2% $4,354,280.33 $87,085.61
    WATER & SEWER INSPECTION 6% $4,354,280.33 $261,256.82
    WATER CAPACITY FEES UNIT 49 DU $7,820.00 $383,180.00
    WATER CAPACITY FEES IRRIG. METER 10 EA $41,172.00 $411,720.00
    SEWER CAPACITY FEES 49 DU $7,000.00 $343,000.00

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 2, Large Lot Alternate
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 49
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
SCHOOL FEE 220500 SF $2.63 BUILDER
BRIDGE & MAJOR THOROGHFARE FEE 49 DU $3,179.00 $155,771.00
FIRE FACILITIES 245000 SF $0.7876 BUILDER
LIBRARY 49 DU $740.00 BUILDER
PARK FEE QUINBY 49 DU $2,708.34 $132,708.87
CONSERVATION LAND BANK 0 DU $0.00 $0.00
    SUB-TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS  (THIS PAGE) $3,228,534.37

10% CONTINGENCY $322,853.44

    TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS $3,551,387.80

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949) 206-1065
5/9/07 Alternate 2.xls
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 
DESCRIPTION TOTAL COST/UNIT

TOTAL GRADING $6,971,305 $86,065

TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $591,278 $7,300

TOTAL SANITARY SEWERS $1,007,155 $12,434

TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $1,509,992 $18,642

TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $2,086,245 $25,756

TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,493,805 $18,442

TOTAL UTILITIES $881,439 $10,882

TOTAL LANDSCAPING,WALLS, AMENTIES $5,142,040 $63,482

TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICE $1,536,685 $18,971

TOTAL PUBLIC AGENCY FEES $4,651,460 $57,425

GRAND TOTAL $25,871,404 $319,400

Note: This estimate is based on a 100-scale TTM.  

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  GRADING QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
 
  CLEARING & GRUBBING  61.25            AC $1,500.00 $91,875.00
  REMOVE SHEDS & MISC. ITEMS -                SF $0.50 $0.00
  REMOVE HOUSE -                SF $2.50 $0.00
  RAW EXCAVATION 597,910 CY $2.25 $1,345,297.50
  REMOVALS 462,315 CY $1.35 $624,125.25
  LOT OVEREXCATION FOR CUT/FILL 18,000 CY $1.35 $24,300.00
  STREET OVEREXCAVATION 0 CY $5.50 $0.00
  ALLUVIUM 0 CY $1.35 $0.00
  HEAVY RIPPING SURCHARGE (20%) 0 CY $0.55 $0.00
  PAD OVEREXCAVATION (ROCK) 37,000 CY $5.50 $203,500.00
  STREET UTILITIES OX (ROCK) 44,000 CY $5.50 $242,000.00
  HAULING IN ROCK TRUCK (67%) 400,600 CY $1.80 $721,079.46
  BLASTING 400,600 CY $3.00 $1,201,799.10
  CRUSHING  (20% OVERSIZED) 80,120 CY $11.00 $881,319.34
  IMPORT 50,000 CY $6.00 $300,000.00
  STREET/SLOPE/PAD FINISH 81 DU 4,940.83                  $400,207.50
  SCARIFY & RECOMPACT LOTS (1/2) 0 DU $0.00 $0.00
  8" CANYON SUBDRAIN 3,530 LF $22.00 $77,660.00
  4" BUTTRESS SUBDRAIN 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  4" BUTTRESS OUTLET PIPE 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  ROUGH PULLS EXPORT 0 EA $0.00 NOT INCLUDED
  CONSTRUCTION WATER 1,078,225 CY $0.12 $129,387.00
  MOBILIZATION 1 LS $95,000.000 $95,000.00
  SUB-TOTAL GRADING $6,337,550.15

10% CONTINGENCY $633,755.02

  TOTAL GRADING $6,971,305.17

  EROSION CONTROL QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

  TERRACE DRAIN 5,075 LF $22.00 $111,650.00
  DOWN DRAIN 665 LF $25.00 $16,625.00
  INTERCEPTOR DRAIN 5,690 LF $15.00 $85,350.00
  TRAP CHANNEL 0 LF $55.00 $0.00
  SPLASH WALL 130 LF $25.00 $3,250.00

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  RIP RAP 900 SF $12.00 $10,800.00
  DOWN DRAIN TRANS. 2 EA $1,800.00 $3,600.00
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP 61.25 AC $3,500.00 $214,375.00
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP MAINT. 61.25 AC $1,500.00 $91,875.00

_________________
  SUB-TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $537,525.00

10% CONTINGENCY $53,752.50

  TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $591,277.50

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  SANITARY SEWERS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    8" PVC MAIN 7,860 LF $32.00 $251,520.00
    8" PVC MAIN IN PAVEMENT 850 LF $180.00 $153,000.00
    EXTRA-DEEP  (12'-15') 0 LF $48.00 $0.00
    EXTRA-DEEP 8" PVC (12-17 FT.) 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    4" PVC LATERAL 0 EA $1,500.00 $0.00
    4" PVC LATERAL 81 EA $600.00 $48,600.00
    FORCE MAIN 900 LF $22.00 $19,800.00
    STANDARD MANHOLE 42 EA $2,200.00 $92,400.00
    EXTRA DEEP MANHOLE 0 EA $3,300.00 $0.00
    MANHOLE (50% REIMBURSEMENT) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 0 EA $3,500.00 $0.00
    JOIN TO EXISTING MAIN / CONST. MH 3 EA $7,200.00 $21,600.00
    60" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    72" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CLEAN-OUTS 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    ENCASEMENT UNDER CREEK 240 LF $120.00 $28,800.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 4,250 SF $7.50 $31,875.00
    SADDLE JOIN 0 EA $900.00 $0.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 45 EA $400.00 $18,000.00
    PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    LIFT STATION 1 EA $250,000.00 $250,000.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $500.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FAIR SHARE OF OFFSITE SEWER 0 EA $1,370.00 $0.00
    BALLING/TESTING 0 LF $1.00 $0.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $915,595.00

10% CONTINGENCY $91,559.50

    TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $1,007,154.50

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  STORM DRAINAGE QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    18" RCP 2,200 LF $55.00 $121,000.00
    24" RCP 1,540 LF $85.00 $130,900.00
    30" RCP 1,125 LF $97.00 $109,125.00
    36" RCP 2,075 LF $115.00 $238,625.00
    36" RCP IN PAVEMENT 0 LF $225.00 $0.00
    42" RCP 785 LF $132.00 $103,620.00
    48" RCP 0 LF $148.00 $0.00
    60" RCP 0 LF $165.00 $0.00
    66" RCP  0 LF $182.00 $0.00
    MANHOLE 17 EA $6,200.00 $105,400.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 15 EA $450.00 $6,750.00
    JUNCTION STRUCTURE 10 EA $1,500.00 $15,000.00
    CATCH BASIN - LOCAL DEPRESSIONS
      W = 7' 0 EA $3,800.00 $0.00
      W = 14' 10 EA $6,200.00 $62,000.00
    STORM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE COLLAR 16 EA $1,000.00 $16,000.00
    SLOPE ANCHOR 43 EA $1,200.00 $51,600.00
    STAIRS 180 LF $240.00 $43,200.00
    18" INLET STRUCTURE 5 EA $4,500.00 $22,500.00
    24" INLET STRUCTURE 1 EA $5,500.00 $5,500.00
    30" INLET STRUCTURE 1 EA $7,000.00 $7,000.00
    36" INLET  STRUCTURE 1 EA $8,500.00 $8,500.00
    36" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 4 EA $36,000.00 $144,000.00
    42" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 1 EA $42,000.00 $42,000.00
    48" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 0 EA $52,000.00 $0.00
    CDS UNIT 4 EA $35,000.00 $140,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $1,372,720.00

10% CONTINGENCY $137,272.00

    TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $1,509,992.00

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  WATER DISTRIBUTION QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

     8" PVC IN PAVEMENT 3,610 LF $160.00 $577,600.00
     8" PVC 7,480 LF $32.00 $239,360.00
     8" PVC (RECLAIMED WATER) 3,950 LF $160.00 $632,000.00
     8" PVC (TOMPKIN) 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
     1" SERVICE 81 EA $750.00 $60,750.00
     2" SERVICE (IRRIG) 4 EA $1,800.00 $7,200.00
     1" SERVICE  IN PAVEMENT 0 EA $2,200.00 $0.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 18 EA $1,375.00 $24,750.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY (SHARED) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
      8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY 25 EA $4,200.00 $104,720.00
    DETECTOR CHECK 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    1" AIR/VACUUM RELEASE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    TEST STATION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY 7 EA $2,200.00 $15,400.00
    SPECIAL ENCASEMENT 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    SPECIAL BACKFILL 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    BRIDGE CASINGS 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    TEMPORARY PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 37,800 SF $5.00 $189,000.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $1,200.00 $0.00
    8" HOT TAP 2 EA $5,000.00 $10,000.00
    CUT IN TEE 2 EA $12,000.00 $24,000.00
    ADJUST VALVE TO GRADE 43 EA $275.00 $11,806.67

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

    PRESSURE REDUCING STATION 0 EA $40,000.00 $0.00
    RESERVOIR 0 GA $0.00 $0.00
    BOOSTER PUMP 0 EA $400,000.00 $0.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $1,896,586.67

10% CONTINGENCY $189,658.67

    TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $2,086,245.33

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    ROLLED CURB & GUTTER 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    INVERTED CONCRETE SHOULDER 13,610 LF $12.50 $170,125.00
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (KANAN) 2,870 LF $13.50 $38,745.00
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (CORNELL 1,445 LF $13.50 $19,507.50
    6" MEDIAN CURB 0 LF $12.50 $0.00
    6" CURB ONLY 250 LF $9.50 $2,375.00
    CUT GRADE 18,175 LF $1.50 $27,262.50
    SIDEWALK OFFSITE 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    SIDEWALK INTRACT 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    DRIVEWAY APRONS/CUT GRADE 27,014 SF $4.00 $108,054.00
    STAMPED CONCRETE 0 SF $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE CROSSGUTTER/ CUT GRADE 2,400 SF $7.50 $18,000.00
    2" AC/  8" AB 238,905 SF $1.72 $410,916.60
    4" AC/ 12" AB (KANAN) 33,300 SF $2.96 $98,568.00
    2" AC/ 8" AB (CORNELL) 31,005 SF $2.06 $63,994.32
    2 AC/ 8" AB (ROWLEY) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    2 AC/ 8" AB (OFFSITE) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    SUBGRADE PREPARATION 303,210 SF $0.22 $66,706.20
    FINAL LIFT W/ SWEEP & TACK 303,210 SF $0.55 $166,765.50
    TRAFFIC CONTROL 1 LS $64,350.00 $64,350.00
    STRIPING 1 LS $8,560.00 $8,560.00
    PARKWAY DRAIN 2 EA $4,200.00 $8,400.00
    STREET SIGN 8 EA $425.00 $3,400.00
    STOP SIGN 3 EA $425.00 $1,275.00
    ACCESS RAMPS 0 EA $125.00 $0.00
   REPAIRS FOR BOND EXONERATION 81 DU $1,000.00 $81,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,358,004.62

10% CONTINGENCY $135,800.46

    TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,493,805.08

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  UTILITIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    UNDERGROUND POWER
      UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE POLES 1 LS $22,500.00 $22,500.00
      RELOCATE POWER POLES 2 EA $15,000.00 $30,000.00
      JOINT TRENCHING 6,835 LF $50.00 $341,750.00
    STREET LIGHTS
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 14 EA $4,500.00 $64,050.00
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 8 EA $4,500.00 $36,000.00
      BOLLARDS 46 EA $1,800.00 $82,020.00
      ENERGY CHARGES 24 MO $964.20 $23,140.80
      CABLE TV 6,835 LF $2.00 $13,670.00
      TELEPHONE 6,835 LF $7.00 $47,845.00
      LINE EXTENSION FEE 6,835 LF $24.00 $164,040.00
      SERVICE EXTENSION FEE 81 EA $700.00 $56,700.00
      GAS MAIN EXTENSION FEE 6,835 LF $6.50 $44,427.50
      GAS STUB DEPOSITS 81 EA $250.00 $20,250.00
      REFUNDABLE 1 LS ($184,557.00) ($184,557.00)
      TRENCHING TAX 35% LS $112,777.00 $39,471.95

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL UTILITIES $801,308.25

10% CONTINGENCY $80,130.83

    TOTAL UTILITIES $881,439.08

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    CRIB WALL 40,855 SF $28.00 $1,143,940.00
    BLOCK WALL 505 LF $85.00 $42,925.00
    PILASTER (50' O.C.) 104 EA $425.00 $44,200.00
    VIEW WALL 8,000 LF $52.00 $416,000.00

ALLOW.     ENTRY GATE 1 EA $55,000.00 $55,000.00
    OAK TREE MONITORING 17 EA $700.00 $11,900.00

4: 1 Ratio     WETLANDS MITIGATION 0.16 AC $65,000.00 $10,400.00
    MEDIAN LANDSCAPING (INTRACT) 0 SF $6.00 $0.00
    MEDIAN LANDSCAPING (CORNELL) 700 SF $12.00 $8,400.00
    PARKWAY LANDSCAPING (CORNELL) 4,000 SF $6.00 $24,000.00
    FUEL MODIFICATION 1,317,150 SF $0.35 $461,002.50
    SLOPE PLANTING ONLY (NO IRRIG.) 1,024,138 SF $1.75 $1,792,242.04
    PLANTING OPEN SPACE LOTS 46,775 SF $5.00 $233,875.00
    MAINTENANCE (1 YEAR) 2,392,763 SF $0.18 $430,697.40

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $4,674,581.94

10% CONTINGENCY $467,458.19

    TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $5,142,040.13

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    REVISE PRELIMINARY SOILS REPORT 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00
    ROUGH GRADING REVIEW 1 LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
    TRENCH BACKFILL CONTROL 22,040 LF $1.00 $22,040.00
    COMPACTION/GRADING CNTRL. 1,078,225 CY $0.12 $129,387.00
    PRELIMINARY PLANNING STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
    INTRACT OFFICE & FIELD WORK 81                 DU $7,500.00 $607,500.00
    OFFICE & FIELD WORK ROUGH GRADING -                DU $1,000 $0.00
    OFFICE WORK
      TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 INCLUDED
      PRECISE GRADING 0 DU $0.00 INCLUDED
      PRELIMINARY STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP/PROCESSING 81 DU $250.00 $20,250.00
      SPECIAL STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      A.L.T.A. SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
    MISCELLANEOUS 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
      PHASE 1 ASSESSMENT 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00
      ARCHEO/PALEONTOLOGIST 1 LS $30,000.00 $30,000.00
      LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT 8% LS $5,142,000.00 $411,360.00
      UTILITY CONSULTANT 81 DU $450.00 $36,450.00
      TRAFFIC ENGINEER 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00
      ACOUSTICAL 1 LS $2,500.00 $2,500.00
      BIOLOGIST 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00
      BLUEPRINT & DELIVERIES 5% $1,289,987.00 $64,499.35

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $1,396,986.35

10% CONTINGENCY $139,698.64
 

    TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $1,536,684.99

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065

[File]
Page 11 of 13

5/14/2007
3:25 PM



 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  PUBLIC AGENCY FEES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

BONDS
      PERFORMANCE 1.5% LS $18,801,819.71 $282,027.30
PLANNING FEES
      EIR -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      FISH & GAME -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      GEOTECHNICAL REPORT REVIEW 1                 LS $4,403.23 $4,403.23
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 1                 LS $27,880.00 $27,880.00
LOS ANGELES COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS
       MAP ANALYSIS 1 LS $17,738.00 $17,738.00
       STREET IMPOVE. PLAN CHECK 1 LS $72,904.28 $72,904.28
       STORM DRAIN PLAN CHECK & INSP. 1 LS $61,774.91 $61,774.91
       LIGHTING PLAN CHECK 1 LS $900.00 $900.00
       HYDROLOGY STUDY 1                   LS $5,222.00 $5,222.00
       GRADING PLAN REVIEW & INSP. 1 LS $94,708.24 $94,708.24
       LANDSCAPING PLAN CHECK & INSP. 54.93 AC $2,407.00 $132,217.20
       EASEMENT CHECKING 1                   LS $1,191.00 $1,191.00
       MONUMENT INSPECTION 340               EA $279.00 $94,860.00
       BOND AGREEMENT PROCESSING 1                   LS $462.00 $462.00
       CONDITIONS FOR FINAL MAP 1                   LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
       OAK TRE INSPECTION 1                   LS $304.00 $304.00
       PRECISE GRADING PL. CHECK & INSP. 0 LS $0.00 BUILDER
LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DIST.
    SEWER & WATER PLAN CHECK 2% $3,093,399.83 $61,868.00
    WATER & SEWER INSPECTION 6% $3,093,399.83 $185,603.99
    WATER CAPACITY FEES UNIT 81 DU $7,820.00 $633,420.00
    WATER CAPACITY FEES IRRIG. METER 4 EA $41,172.00 $164,688.00
    SEWER CAPACITY FEES 81 DU $7,000.00 $567,000.00

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 3
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 81
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
SCHOOL FEE 364500 SF $2.63 $958,635.00
BRIDGE & MAJOR THOROGHFARE FEE 81 DU $3,179.00 $257,499.00
FIRE FACILITIES 405000 SF $0.7876 $318,978.00
LIBRARY 81 DU $740.00 $59,940.00
PARK FEE QUINBY 81 DU $2,708.34 $219,375.89
CONSERVATION LAND BANK 0 DU $0.00 $0.00
    SUB-TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS  (THIS PAGE) $4,228,600.01

10% CONTINGENCY $422,860.00

    TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS $4,651,460.02

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-206-1065
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 
DESCRIPTION TOTAL COST/UNIT

TOTAL GRADING $3,010,406 $68,418

TOTAL EROSION CONTROL $326,607 $7,423

TOTAL SANITARY SEWERS $773,658 $17,583

TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $988,669 $22,470

TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $1,993,181 $45,300

TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,026,085 $23,320

TOTAL UTILITIES $817,324 $18,576

TOTAL LANDSCAPING,WALLS, AMENTIES $2,070,437 $47,055

TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICE $846,714 $19,243

TOTAL PUBLIC AGENCY FEES $2,797,460 $63,579

GRAND TOTAL $14,650,540 $332,967

Note: This estimate is based on a 100-scale TTM.  

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  GRADING QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
 
  CLEARING & GRUBBING  33.50            AC $1,500.00 $50,250.00
  REMOVE SHEDS & MISC. ITEMS -                SF $0.50 $0.00
  REMOVE HOUSE -                SF $2.50 $0.00
  RAW EXCAVATION 303,270 CY $2.25 $682,357.50
  REMOVALS 297,500 CY $1.35 $401,625.00
  LOT OVEREXCATION FOR CUT/FILL 15,000 CY $1.35 $20,250.00
  STREET OVEREXCAVATION 0 CY $5.25 $0.00
  ALLUVIUM 0 CY $1.35 $0.00
  HEAVY RIPPING SURCHARGE (20%) 0 CY $0.55 $0.00
  PAD OVEREXCAVATION (ROCK) 9,200 CY $5.50 $50,600.00
  STREET UTILITIES OX (ROCK) 9,000 CY $5.50 $49,500.00
  HAULING IN ROCK TRUCK (50%) 151,635 CY $1.80 $272,943.00
  BLASTING 151,635 CY $3.00 $454,905.00
  CRUSHING  (20% OVERSIZED) 30,327 CY $11.00 $333,597.00
  IMPORT 0 CY $6.00 $0.00
  STREET/SLOPE/PAD FINISH 44 DU 4,985.00                  $219,340.00
  SCARIFY & RECOMPACT LOTS (1/2) 0 DU $0.00 $0.00
  8" CANYON SUBDRAIN 2,000 LF $22.00 $44,000.00
  4" BUTTRESS SUBDRAIN 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  4" BUTTRESS OUTLET PIPE 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  ROUGH PULLS EXPORT 0 EA $0.00 NOT INCLUDED
  CONSTRUCTION WATER 615,770 CY $0.15 $92,365.50
  MOBILIZATION 1 LS $65,000.000 $65,000.00
  SUB-TOTAL GRADING $2,736,733.00

10% CONTINGENCY $273,673.30

  TOTAL GRADING $3,010,406.30

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  EROSION CONTROL QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

  TERRACE DRAIN 2,420 LF $22.00 $53,240.00
  DOWN DRAIN 515 LF $25.00 $12,875.00
  INTERCEPTOR DRAIN 3,670 LF $15.00 $55,050.00
  TRAP CHANNEL 0 LF $55.00 $0.00
  SPLASH WALL 90 LF $25.00 $2,250.00
  RIP RAP 200 SF $12.00 $2,400.00
  DOWN DRAIN TRANS. 2 EA $1,800.00 $3,600.00
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP 33.50 AC $3,500.00 $117,250.00
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP MAINT. 33.50 AC $1,500.00 $50,250.00

_________________
  SUB-TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $296,915.00

10% CONTINGENCY $29,691.50

  TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $326,606.50

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  SANITARY SEWERS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    8" PVC MAIN 5,500 LF $32.00 $176,000.00
    8" PVC MAIN IN PAVEMENT 1,750 LF $180.00 $315,000.00
    EXTRA-DEEP  (12'-15') 0 LF $48.00 $0.00
    EXTRA-DEEP 8" PVC (12-17 FT.) 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    4" PVC LATERAL 0 EA $1,500.00 $0.00
    4" PVC LATERAL 44 EA $600.00 $26,400.00
    4" PVC EXTRA DEEP SEWER LATERAL 0 EA $900.00 $0.00
    STANDARD MANHOLE 28 EA $2,200.00 $61,600.00
    EXTRA DEEP MANHOLE 0 EA $3,300.00 $0.00
    MANHOLE (50% REIMBURSEMENT) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 1 EA $3,500.00 $3,500.00
    JOIN TO EXISTING MAIN / CONST. MH 2 EA $7,200.00 $14,400.00
    60" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    72" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CLEAN-OUTS 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    ENCASEMENT UNDER CREEK 240 LF $120.00 $28,800.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 8,750 SF $7.50 $65,625.00
    SADDLE JOIN 0 EA $900.00 $0.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 30 EA $400.00 $12,000.00
    PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    LIFT STATION 0 EA $250,000.00 $0.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $500.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FAIR SHARE OF OFFSITE SEWER 0 EA $1,370.00 $0.00
    BALLING/TESTING 0 LF $1.00 $0.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $703,325.00

10% CONTINGENCY $70,332.50

    TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $773,657.50

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  STORM DRAINAGE QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    18" RCP 1,280 LF $55.00 $70,400.00
    24" RCP 315 LF $85.00 $26,775.00
    36" RCP 1,125 LF $115.00 $129,375.00
    36" RCP IN PAVEMENT 1,400 LF $225.00 $315,000.00
    42" RCP 0 LF $132.00 $0.00
    48" RCP 155 LF $148.00 $22,940.00
    60" RCP 0 LF $165.00 $0.00
    66" RCP  0 LF $182.00 $0.00
    MANHOLE 14 EA $6,200.00 $86,800.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 14 EA $450.00 $6,300.00
    JUNCTION STRUCTURE 10 EA $1,500.00 $15,000.00
    CATCH BASIN - LOCAL DEPRESSIONS
      W = 7' 0 EA $3,800.00 $0.00
      W = 14' 12 EA $6,200.00 $74,400.00
    STORM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE COLLAR 6 EA $1,000.00 $6,000.00
    SLOPE ANCHOR 9 EA $1,200.00 $10,800.00
    STAIRS 0 LF $240.00 $0.00
    18" INLET STRUCTURE 1 EA $4,500.00 $4,500.00
    18" OUTLET STRUCTURE 0 EA $5,500.00 $0.00
    36" INLET STRUCTURE 1 EA $8,500.00 $8,500.00
    36" OUTLET STRUCTURE 0 EA $12,500.00 $0.00
    42" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 0 EA $48,000.00 $0.00
    48" INLET STRUCTURE 0 EA $10,000.00 $0.00
    48" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 1 EA $52,000.00 $52,000.00
    CDS UNIT 2 EA $35,000.00 $70,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $898,790.00

10% CONTINGENCY $89,879.00

    TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $988,669.00

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  WATER DISTRIBUTION QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

     8" PVC IN PAVEMENT 4,035 LF $160.00 $645,600.00
     8" PVC 4,830 LF $32.00 $154,560.00
     8" PVC (RECLAIMED WATER) 3,950 LF $160.00 $632,000.00
     8" PVC (TOMPKIN) 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
     1" SERVICE 44 EA $750.00 $33,000.00
     2" SERVICE (IRRIG) 3 EA $1,800.00 $5,400.00
     1" SERVICE  IN PAVEMENT 0 EA $2,200.00 $0.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 15 EA $1,375.00 $20,625.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY (SHARED) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
      8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY 16 EA $4,200.00 $67,620.00
    DETECTOR CHECK 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    1" AIR/VACUUM RELEASE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    TEST STATION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY 5 EA $2,200.00 $11,000.00
    SPECIAL ENCASEMENT 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    SPECIAL BACKFILL 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    BRIDGE CASINGS 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    TEMPORARY PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 39,925 SF $5.00 $199,625.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $1,200.00 $0.00
    8" HOT TAP 2 EA $5,000.00 $10,000.00
    CUT IN TEE 2 EA $12,000.00 $24,000.00
    ADJUST VALVE TO GRADE 31 EA $275.00 $8,552.50

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

    PRESSURE REDUCING STATION 0 EA $40,000.00 $0.00
    RESERVOIR 0 GA $0.00 $0.00
    BOOSTER PUMP 0 EA $400,000.00 $0.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $1,811,982.50

10% CONTINGENCY $181,198.25

    TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $1,993,180.75

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    ROLLED CURB & GUTTER 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    INVERTED CONCRETE SHOULDER 9,340 LF $12.50 $116,750.00
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (KANAN) 1,915 LF $13.50 $25,852.50
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (CORNELL 1,445 LF $13.50 $19,507.50
    6" MEDIAN CURB 0 LF $12.50 $0.00
    6" CURB ONLY 250 LF $9.50 $2,375.00
    CUT GRADE 12,950 LF $1.50 $19,425.00
    SIDEWALK OFFSITE 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    SIDEWALK INTRACT 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    DRIVEWAY APRONS/CUT GRADE 14,674 SF $4.00 $58,696.00
    STAMPED CONCRETE 0 SF $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE CROSSGUTTER/ CUT GRADE 1,800 SF $7.50 $13,500.00
    2" AC/  8" AB 169,345 SF $1.72 $291,273.40
    4" AC/ 12" AB (KANAN) 14,365 SF $2.96 $42,520.40
    2" AC/ 8" AB (CORNELL) 31,005 SF $2.06 $63,994.32
    2 AC/ 8" AB (ROWLEY) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    2 AC/ 8" AB (OFFSITE) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    SUBGRADE PREPARATION 214,715 SF $0.22 $47,237.30
    FINAL LIFT W/ SWEEP & TACK 214,715 SF $0.55 $118,093.25
    TRAFFIC CONTROL 1 LS $49,875.00 $49,875.00
    STRIPING 1 LS $6,630.00 $6,630.00
    PARKWAY DRAIN 2 EA $4,200.00 $8,400.00
    STREET SIGN 8 EA $425.00 $3,400.00
    STOP SIGN 3 EA $425.00 $1,275.00
    ACCESS RAMPS 0 EA $125.00 $0.00
   REPAIRS FOR BOND EXONERATION 44 DU $1,000.00 $44,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $932,804.67

10% CONTINGENCY $93,280.47

    TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,026,085.14

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  UTILITIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    UNDERGROUND POWER
      UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE POLES 1 LS $22,500.00 $22,500.00
      UNDERGROUND POWER LINES @ ENTR 1,200 LF $180.00 $216,000.00
      JOINT TRENCHING 4,780 LF $50.00 $239,000.00
    STREET LIGHTS
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 3 EA $4,500.00 $13,500.00
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 6 EA $4,500.00 $27,000.00
      BOLLARDS 32 EA $1,800.00 $57,360.00
      ENERGY CHARGES 24 MO $681.60 $16,358.40
      CABLE TV 4,780 LF $2.00 $9,560.00
      TELEPHONE 4,780 LF $7.00 $33,460.00
      LINE EXTENSION FEE 4,780 LF $24.00 $114,720.00
      SERVICE EXTENSION FEE 44 EA $700.00 $30,800.00
      GAS MAIN EXTENSION FEE 4,780 LF $6.50 $31,070.00
      GAS STUB DEPOSITS 44 EA $250.00 $11,000.00
      REFUNDABLE 1 LS ($107,190.00) ($107,190.00)
      TRENCHING TAX 35% LS $79,666.67 $27,883.33

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL UTILITIES $743,021.73

10% CONTINGENCY $74,302.17

    TOTAL UTILITIES $817,323.91

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    CRIB WALL 5,275 SF $28.00 $147,700.00
    BLOCK WALL 0 LF $85.00 $0.00
    PILASTER (50' O.C.) 45 EA $425.00 $19,125.00
    VIEW WALL 3,515 LF $52.00 $182,780.00

ALLOW.     ENTRY GATE 1 EA $55,000.00 $55,000.00
    OAK TREE MONITORING 19 EA $600.00 $11,400.00

4: 1 Ratio     WETLANDS MITIGATION 0.16 AC $65,000.00 $10,400.00
    MEDIAN LANDSCAPING (INTRACT) 0 SF $6.00 $0.00
    MEDIAN LANDSCAPING (CORNELL) 700 SF $12.00 $8,400.00
    PARKWAY LANDSCAPING (CORNELL) 4,000 SF $6.00 $24,000.00
    FUEL MODIFICATION 517,120 SF $0.35 $180,992.00
    SLOPE PLANTING ONLY (NO IRRIG.) 559,833 SF $1.75 $979,707.59
    PLANTING OPEN SPACE LOTS 13,130 SF $5.00 $65,650.00
    MAINTENANCE (1 YEAR) 1,094,783 SF $0.18 $197,060.92

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $1,882,215.52

10% CONTINGENCY $188,221.55

    TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $2,070,437.07

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    REVISE PRELIMINARY SOILS REPORT 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00
    ROUGH GRADING REVIEW 1 LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
    TRENCH BACKFILL CONTROL 13,885 LF $1.00 $13,885.00
    COMPACTION/GRADING CNTRL. 615,770 CY $0.12 $73,892.40
    PRELIMINARY PLANNING STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
    INTRACT OFFICE & FIELD WORK 44                 DU $7,500.00 $330,000.00
    OFFICE & FIELD WORK ROUGH GRADING -                DU $1,000 $0.00
    OFFICE WORK
      TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 INCLUDED
      PRECISE GRADING 0 DU $0.00 INCLUDED
      PRELIMINARY STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP/PROCESSING 44 DU $600.00 $26,400.00
      SPECIAL STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      A.L.T.A. SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
    MISCELLANEOUS 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
      PHASE 1 ASSESSMENT 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00
      ARCHEO/PALEONTOLOGIST 1 LS $30,000.00 $30,000.00
      LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT 8% LS $2,070,400.00 $165,632.00
      UTILITY CONSULTANT 44 DU $450.00 $19,800.00
      TRAFFIC ENGINEER 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00
      ACOUSTICAL 1 LS $2,500.00 $2,500.00
      BIOLOGIST 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00
      BLUEPRINT & DELIVERIES 5% $692,609.40 $34,630.47

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $769,739.87

10% CONTINGENCY $76,973.99
 

    TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $846,713.86

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  PUBLIC AGENCY FEES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

BONDS
      PERFORMANCE 1.5% LS $10,189,042.25 $152,835.63
PLANNING FEES
      EIR -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      FISH & GAME -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      GEOTECHNICAL REPORT REVIEW 1                 LS $3,940.77 $3,940.77
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 1                 LS $24,925.00 $24,925.00
LOS ANGELES COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS
       MAP ANALYSIS 1 LS $13,712.00 $13,712.00
       STREET IMPOVE. PLAN CHECK 1 LS $56,767.94 $56,767.94
       STORM DRAIN PLAN CHECK & INSP. 1 LS $55,623.29 $55,623.29
       LIGHTING PLAN CHECK 1 LS $900.00 $900.00
       HYDROLOGY STUDY 1                   LS $5,222.00 $5,222.00
       GRADING PLAN REVIEW & INSP. 1 LS $84,349.25 $84,349.25
       LANDSCAPING PLAN CHECK & INSP. 25.13 AC $2,407.00 $60,494.55
       EASEMENT CHECKING 1                   LS $1,191.00 $1,191.00
       MONUMENT INSPECTION 340               EA $279.00 $94,860.00
       BOND AGREEMENT PROCESSING 1                   LS $462.00 $462.00
       CONDITIONS FOR FINAL MAP 1                   LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
       OAK TRE INSPECTION 1                   LS $304.00 $304.00
       PRECISE GRADING PL. CHECK & INSP. 0 LS $0.00 BUILDER
LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DIST.
    SEWER & WATER PLAN CHECK 2% $2,766,838.25 $55,336.77
    WATER & SEWER INSPECTION 6% $2,766,838.25 $166,010.30
    WATER CAPACITY FEES UNIT 44 DU $7,820.00 $344,080.00
    WATER CAPACITY FEES IRRIG. METER 3 EA $41,172.00 $123,516.00
    SEWER CAPACITY FEES 44 DU $7,000.00 $308,000.00

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 4, Reduced Lot Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 44
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
SCHOOL FEE 198000 SF $2.63 $520,740.00
BRIDGE & MAJOR THOROGHFARE FEE 44 DU $3,179.00 $139,876.00
FIRE FACILITIES 220000 SF $0.7876 $173,272.00
LIBRARY 44 DU $740.00 $32,560.00
PARK FEE QUINBY 44 DU $2,708.34 $119,167.15
    SUB-TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS  (THIS PAGE) $2,543,145.64

10% CONTINGENCY $254,314.56

    TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS $2,797,460.20

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949)206-1065
5/9/07
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 
DESCRIPTION TOTAL COST/UNIT

TOTAL GRADING $5,931,892 $76,050

TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $548,057 $7,026

TOTAL SANITARY SEWERS $1,426,032 $18,282

TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $1,499,592 $19,226

TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $2,165,268 $27,760

TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,726,151 $22,130

TOTAL UTILITIES $1,332,063 $17,078

TOTAL LANDSCAPING,WALLS, AMENTIES $4,122,087 $52,847

TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICE $1,344,308 $17,235

TOTAL PUBLIC AGENCY FEES $4,581,358 $58,735

GRAND TOTAL $24,676,807 $316,369

Note: This estimate is based on a 100-scale TTM.  

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  GRADING QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
 
  CLEARING & GRUBBING  51.61            AC $1,500.00 $77,419.21
  REMOVE SHEDS & MISC. ITEMS -                SF $0.50 $0.00
  REMOVE HOUSE -                SF $2.50 $0.00
  RAW EXCAVATION 513,700 CY $2.25 $1,155,825.00
  REMOVALS 275,000 CY $1.35 $371,250.00
  LOT OVEREXCATION FOR CUT/FILL 18,000 CY $1.35 $24,300.00
  STREET OVEREXCAVATION 0 CY $5.25 $0.00
  ALLUVIUM 0 CY $1.35 $0.00
  HEAVY RIPPING SURCHARGE (20%) 0 CY $0.55 $0.00
  PAD OVEREXCAVATION (ROCK) 28,000 CY $5.50 $154,000.00
  STREET UTILITIES OX (ROCK) 24,000 CY $5.50 $132,000.00
  HAULING IN ROCK TRUCK (80%) 410,960 CY $1.80 $739,728.00
  BLASTING 410,960 CY $3.00 $1,232,880.00
  CRUSHING  (20% OVERSIZED) 82,192 CY $11.00 $904,112.00
  IMPORT 0 CY $6.00 $0.00
  STREET/SLOPE/PAD FINISH 78 DU 4,325.00                  $337,350.00
  SCARIFY & RECOMPACT LOTS (1/2) 0 DU $0.00 $0.00
  8" CANYON SUBDRAIN 3,080 LF $22.00 $67,760.00
  4" BUTTRESS SUBDRAIN 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  4" BUTTRESS OUTLET PIPE 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
  ROUGH PULLS EXPORT 0 EA $0.00 NOT INCLUDED
  CONSTRUCTION WATER 806,700 CY $0.15 $121,005.00
  MOBILIZATION 1 LS $75,000.000 $75,000.00
  SUB-TOTAL GRADING $5,392,629.21

10% CONTINGENCY $539,262.92

  TOTAL GRADING $5,931,892.14
* Removals per Pacific Soils recommendations.

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  EROSION CONTROL QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

  TERRACE DRAIN 4,610 LF $22.00 $101,420.00
  DOWN DRAIN 845 LF $25.00 $21,125.00
  INTERCEPTOR DRAIN 6,545 LF $15.00 $98,175.00
  TRAP CHANNEL 0 LF $55.00 $0.00
  SPLASH WALL 250 LF $25.00 $6,250.00
  RIP RAP 200 SF $12.00 $2,400.00
  DOWN DRAIN TRANS. 6 EA $1,800.00 $10,800.00
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP 51.61 AC $3,500.00 $180,644.83
  SANDBAGGING & SWPP MAINT. 51.61 AC $1,500.00 $77,419.21

_________________
  SUB-TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $498,234.05

10% CONTINGENCY $49,823.40

  TOTAL SLOPE & EROSION CONTROL $548,057.45

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  SANITARY SEWERS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    8" PVC MAIN 7,835 LF $32.00 $250,720.00
    8" PVC MAIN IN PAVEMENT 2,355 LF $180.00 $423,900.00
    EXTRA-DEEP  (12'-15') 345 LF $48.00 $16,560.00
    EXTRA-DEEP 8" PVC (12-17 FT.) 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    4" PVC FORCE MAIN 900 LF $22.00 $19,800.00
    4" PVC LATERAL 78 EA $600.00 $46,800.00
    4" PVC EXTRA DEEP SEWER LATERAL 0 EA $900.00 $0.00
    STANDARD MANHOLE 53 EA $2,200.00 $116,600.00
    EXTRA DEEP MANHOLE 2 EA $3,300.00 $6,600.00
    MANHOLE (50% REIMBURSEMENT) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 1 EA $3,500.00 $3,500.00
    JOIN TO EXISTING MAIN / CONST. MH 3 EA $7,200.00 $21,600.00
    60" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    72" MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CLEAN-OUTS 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    ENCASEMENT UNDER CREEK 240 LF $120.00 $28,800.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 11,775 SF $7.50 $88,312.50
    SADDLE JOIN 0 EA $900.00 $0.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 58 EA $400.00 $23,200.00
    PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    LIFT STATION 1 EA $250,000.00 $250,000.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $500.00 $0.00
    CONNECT TO EX. MANHOLE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FAIR SHARE OF OFFSITE SEWER 0 EA $1,370.00 $0.00
    BALLING/TESTING 0 LF $1.00 $0.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $1,296,392.50

10% CONTINGENCY $129,639.25

    TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $1,426,031.75

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  STORM DRAINAGE QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    18" RCP 2,970 LF $55.00 $163,350.00
    24" RCP 1,660 LF $85.00 $141,100.00
    30" RCP 350 LF $97.00 $33,950.00
    36" RCP 1,620 LF $115.00 $186,300.00
    42" RCP 995 LF $132.00 $131,340.00
    42" RCP IN PAVEMENT 325 LF $225.00 $73,125.00
    60" RCP 0 LF $165.00 $0.00
    66" RCP  0 LF $182.00 $0.00
    MANHOLE 16 EA $6,200.00 $99,200.00
    ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 16 EA $450.00 $7,200.00
    JUNCTION STRUCTURE 19 EA $1,500.00 $28,500.00
    CATCH BASIN - LOCAL DEPRESSIONS
      W = 7' 0 EA $3,800.00 $0.00
      W = 14' 18 EA $6,200.00 $111,600.00
    STORM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE COLLAR 8 EA $1,000.00 $8,000.00
    SLOPE ANCHOR 38 EA $1,200.00 $45,600.00
    STAIRS 0 LF $240.00 $0.00
    18" INLET STRUCTURE 7 EA $4,500.00 $31,500.00
    24" INLET  STRUCTURE 1 EA $5,500.00 $5,500.00
    36" INLET STRUCTURE 2 EA $8,500.00 $17,000.00
    24" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 1 EA $28,000.00 $28,000.00
    36" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 1 EA $35,000.00 $35,000.00
    42" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 1 EA $42,000.00 $42,000.00
    48" ENERGY DISSIPATOR 0 EA $52,000.00 $0.00
    CDS UNIT 5 EA $35,000.00 $175,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $1,363,265.00

10% CONTINGENCY $136,326.50

    TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE $1,499,591.50

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  WATER DISTRIBUTION QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

     8" PVC IN PAVEMENT 3,855 LF $160.00 $616,800.00
     8" PVC 7,735 LF $32.00 $247,520.00
     8" PVC (RECLAIMED WATER) 3,950 LF $160.00 $632,000.00
     8" PVC (TOMPKIN) 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
     1" SERVICE 78 EA $750.00 $58,500.00
     2" SERVICE (IRRIG) 6 EA $1,800.00 $10,800.00
     1" SERVICE  IN PAVEMENT 0 EA $2,200.00 $0.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 26 EA $1,375.00 $35,750.00
     8" VALVE ASSEMBLY (SHARED) 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
      8" VALVE ASSEMBLY 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY 26 EA $4,200.00 $108,290.00
    DETECTOR CHECK 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    1" AIR/VACUUM RELEASE 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    TEST STATION 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY 7 EA $2,200.00 $15,400.00
    SPECIAL ENCASEMENT 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    SPECIAL BACKFILL 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    BRIDGE CASINGS 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    TEMPORARY PLUG 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $0.00 $0.00
    REMOVE & REPLACE PVMT. 39,025 SF $5.00 $195,125.00
    REMOVE PLUG & JOIN 0 EA $1,200.00 $0.00
    8" HOT TAP 2 EA $5,000.00 $10,000.00
    CUT IN TEE 2 EA $12,000.00 $24,000.00
    ADJUST VALVE TO GRADE 52 EA $275.00 $14,240.42

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

    PRESSURE REDUCING STATION 0 EA $40,000.00 $0.00
    RESERVOIR 0 GA $0.00 $0.00
    BOOSTER PUMP 0 EA $400,000.00 $0.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $1,968,425.42

10% CONTINGENCY $196,842.54

    TOTAL WATER DISTRIBUTION $2,165,267.96

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    ROLLED CURB & GUTTER 0 LF $0.00 $0.00
    INVERTED CONCRETE SHOULDER 14,895 LF $12.50 $186,187.50
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (KANAN) 4,870 LF $13.50 $65,745.00
    INVERTED CONC. SHOULDER (CORNELL 1,445 LF $13.50 $19,507.50
    6" MEDIAN CURB 0 LF $12.50 $0.00
    6" CURB ONLY 250 LF $9.50 $2,375.00
    CUT GRADE 21,460 LF $1.50 $32,190.00
    SIDEWALK OFFSITE 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    SIDEWALK INTRACT 0 SF $2.55 $0.00
    DRIVEWAY APRONS/CUT GRADE 26,013 SF $4.00 $104,052.00
    STAMPED CONCRETE 0 SF $0.00 $0.00
    CONCRETE CROSSGUTTER/ CUT GRADE 1,800 SF $7.50 $13,500.00
    2" AC/  8" AB 286,505 SF $1.72 $492,788.60
    4" AC/ 12" AB (KANAN) 38,850 SF $2.96 $114,996.00
    2" AC/ 8" AB (CORNELL) 31,005 SF $2.06 $63,994.32
    2 AC/ 8" AB (ROWLEY) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    2 AC/ 8" AB (OFFSITE) 0 SF $0.96 $0.00
    SUBGRADE PREPARATION 356,360 SF $0.22 $78,399.20
    FINAL LIFT W/ SWEEP & TACK 356,360 SF $0.55 $195,998.00
    TRAFFIC CONTROL 1 LS $94,200.00 $94,200.00
    STRIPING 1 LS $12,520.00 $12,520.00
    PARKWAY DRAIN 2 EA $4,200.00 $8,400.00
    STREET SIGN 10 EA $425.00 $4,250.00
    STOP SIGN 5 EA $425.00 $2,125.00
    ACCESS RAMPS 0 EA $125.00 $0.00
   REPAIRS FOR BOND EXONERATION 78 DU $1,000.00 $78,000.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,569,228.12

10% CONTINGENCY $156,922.81

    TOTAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS $1,726,150.93

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]

Page 8 of 13
5/14/2007

3:27 PM



 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  UTILITIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    UNDERGROUND POWER
      UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE POLES 1 LS $22,500.00 $22,500.00
      UNDERGROUND POWER LINES 2,000 LF $180.00 $360,000.00
      JOINT TRENCHING 7,500 LF $50.00 $375,000.00
    STREET LIGHTS
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 16 EA $4,500.00 $72,000.00
      SINGLE POLE LUMINARIA DECORATIVE 8 EA $4,500.00 $36,000.00
      BOLLARDS 50 EA $1,800.00 $90,000.00
      ENERGY CHARGES 24 MO $1,044.00 $25,056.00
      CABLE TV 7,500 LF $2.00 $15,000.00
      TELEPHONE 7,500 LF $7.00 $52,500.00
      LINE EXTENSION FEE 7,500 LF $24.00 $180,000.00
      SERVICE EXTENSION FEE 78 EA $700.00 $54,600.00
      GAS MAIN EXTENSION FEE 7,500 LF $6.50 $48,750.00
      GAS STUB DEPOSITS 78 EA $250.00 $19,500.00
      REFUNDABLE 1 LS ($183,690.00) ($183,690.00)
      TRENCHING TAX 35% LS $125,000.00 $43,750.00

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL UTILITIES $1,210,966.00

10% CONTINGENCY $121,096.60

    TOTAL UTILITIES $1,332,062.60

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    CRIB WALL 39,020 SF $28.00 $1,092,560.00
    BLOCK WALL 0 LF $85.00 $0.00
    PILASTER (50' O.C.) 85 EA $425.00 $36,125.00
    VIEW WALL 10,225 LF $52.00 $531,700.00

ALLOW.     ENTRY MONUMENT/LS/GATE 1 EA $55,000.00 $55,000.00
    OAK TREE MONITORING 19 EA $600.00 $11,400.00

4: 1 Ratio     WETLANDS MITIGATION 0.16 AC $65,000.00 $10,400.00
    MEDIAN LANDSCAPING (INTRACT) 0 SF $6.00 $0.00
    MEDIAN LANDSCAPING (CORNELL) 700 SF $12.00 $8,400.00
    PARKWAY LANDSCAPING (CORNELL) 4,000 SF $6.00 $24,000.00
    FUEL MODIFICATION 517,120 SF $0.35 $180,992.00
    SLOPE PLANTING ONLY (NO IRRIG.) 879,352 SF $1.75 $1,538,865.51
    PLANTING OPEN SPACE LOTS 1,100 SF $5.00 $5,500.00
    MAINTENANCE (1 YEAR) 1,402,272 SF $0.18 $252,408.91

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $3,747,351.42

10% CONTINGENCY $374,735.14

    TOTAL LANDSCAPING/WALLS/AMENTIES $4,122,086.56

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

    REVISE PRELIMINARY SOILS REPORT 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
    ROUGH GRADING REVIEW 1 LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
    TRENCH BACKFILL CONTROL 23,155 LF $1.00 $23,155.00
    COMPACTION/GRADING CNTRL. 806,700 CY $0.12 $96,804.00
    PRELIMINARY PLANNING STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
    INTRACT OFFICE & FIELD WORK 78                 DU $7,500.00 $585,000.00
    OFFICE & FIELD WORK ROUGH GRADING -                DU $1,000 $0.00
    OFFICE WORK
      TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 INCLUDED
      PRECISE GRADING 0 DU $0.00 INCLUDED
      PRELIMINARY STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP/PROCESSING 78 DU $200.00 $15,600.00
      SPECIAL STUDIES 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      A.L.T.A. SURVEY 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
    MISCELLANEOUS 0 LS $0.00 $0.00
      ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 0 LS $0.00 COMPLETED
      PHASE 1 ASSESSMENT 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00
      ARCHEO/PALEONTOLOGIST 1 LS $30,000.00 $30,000.00
      LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT 8% LS $4,122,100.00 $329,768.00
      UTILITY CONSULTANT 78 DU $450.00 $35,100.00
      TRAFFIC ENGINEER 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00
      ACOUSTICAL 1 LS $2,500.00 $2,500.00
      BIOLOGIST 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00
      BLUEPRINT & DELIVERIES 5% $1,123,427.00 $56,171.35

_________________
    SUB-TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $1,222,098.35

10% CONTINGENCY $122,209.84
 

    TOTAL CONSULTANT FEES & SERVICES $1,344,308.19

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

  PUBLIC AGENCY FEES QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

BONDS
      PERFORMANCE 1.5% LS $17,419,078.29 $261,286.17
PLANNING FEES
      EIR -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      FISH & GAME -                LS $0.00 $0.00
      GEOTECHNICAL REPORT REVIEW 1                 LS $4,131.70 $4,131.70
      TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 1                 LS $27,599.00 $27,599.00
LOS ANGELES COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS
       MAP ANALYSIS 1 LS $17,708.00 $17,708.00
       STREET IMPOVE. PLAN CHECK 1 LS $80,920.21 $80,920.21
       STORM DRAIN PLAN CHECK & INSP. 1 LS $61,652.18 $61,652.18
       LIGHTING PLAN CHECK 1 LS $900.00 $900.00
       HYDROLOGY STUDY 1                   LS $5,222.00 $5,222.00
       GRADING PLAN REVIEW & INSP. 1 LS $88,626.08 $88,626.08
       LANDSCAPING PLAN CHECK & INSP. 32.19 AC $2,407.00 $77,485.49
       EASEMENT CHECKING 1                   LS $1,191.00 $1,191.00
       MONUMENT INSPECTION 340               EA $279.00 $94,860.00
       BOND AGREEMENT PROCESSING 1                   LS $462.00 $462.00
       CONDITIONS FOR FINAL MAP 1                   LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
       OAK TRE INSPECTION 1                   LS $304.00 $304.00
       PRECISE GRADING PL. CHECK & INSP. 0 LS $0.00 BUILDER
LAS VIRGENES MUNICIPAL WATER DIST.
    SEWER & WATER PLAN CHECK 2% $3,591,299.71 $71,825.99
    WATER & SEWER INSPECTION 6% $3,591,299.71 $215,477.98
    WATER CAPACITY FEES UNIT 78 DU $7,820.00 $609,960.00
    WATER CAPACITY FEES IRRIG. METER 6 EA $41,172.00 $247,032.00
    SEWER CAPACITY FEES 78 DU $7,000.00 $546,000.00

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]
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 CASPER ESTIMATING SERVICES
 

  

PROJECT: Triangle Ranch, Alternate 5, Avoidanace Plan
LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County, CA
# OF UNITS: 78
# OF ACRES: 320.3  

 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
SCHOOL FEE 351000 SF $2.63 $923,130.00
BRIDGE & MAJOR THOROGHFARE FEE 78 DU $3,179.00 $247,962.00
FIRE FACILITIES 390000 SF $0.7876 $307,164.00
LIBRARY 78 DU $740.00 $57,720.00
PARK FEE QUINBY 78 DU $2,708.34 $211,250.85
    SUB-TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS  (THIS PAGE) $4,164,870.66

10% CONTINGENCY $416,487.07

    TOTAL PERMITS, FEES, BONDS $4,581,357.73

Casper Estimating Services, Inc.
23591 El Toro Road
Suite 291
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(949) 206-1065 [File]

Page 13 of 13
5/14/2007

3:27 PM
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Relevant Traffic-Related Correspondence 
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Appendix O-2 

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Reduced Project Impacts for 
Triangle Ranch (Tract #52419) June 7, 2007 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

The Triangle Ranch Project is located in the County of Los Angeles near the City of 
Agoura Hills (Figures 1 and 2). Sage Community Group (Sage) is currently seeking 
entitlements to develop a clustered residential community on a small proportion of an 
approximately 320.30 acre project site, which presently supports chaparral, annual 
grasslands, and coastal sage scrub habitat.  Sage proposes to dedicate in fee 265.87 acres to 
a public conservation agency for preservation as permanent, natural open space.  This area 
would be subject to this management plan.  An additional 21.9 acres within the fuel 
modification zone will be retained by the HOA, but managed subject to the Fuel 
Modification Plan and this management plan. 

Two listed plant species are found on the property during the focused and protocol field 
surveys performed onsite between 1996 and 2005: the federally threatened Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia) and the state- and federally-
endangered Lyon’s pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii).  No listed endangered or threatened 
wildlife species and no species candidate for listing were identified within the boundaries 
of the Triangle Ranch.  Eleven unlisted but sensitive wildlife species and twelve unlisted 
but sensitive plant species were identified onsite. 

Figure 1; Regional Map 

Figure 2;  Site Map 

Several entities will be involved in the implementation of this plan; their interactions are 
discussed briefly below, to be followed by greater detail under the appropriate sections of 
this plan.  

 The Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (DRP), California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the management entity will provide review and input into the 
development of the management plan and oversight of plan implementation. 

 The Habitat Manager (e.g., Management Entity) will be responsible for the day-to-
day implementation of the MP and will carry out the plan’s requirements and 
objectives. The Habitat Manager will be an entity agreed upon by the Resource 
Agencies, DRP and the Sage Community or the Project Builder.  

 Sage Community Group shall ensure that the Project Builder will fund the 
implementation of this MP for management in perpetuity of the conservation ojpen 
space, by the adequate funding of a non-wasting endowment.  In addition, the 
Project Builder will be responsible for the installation, maintenance, and monitoring 
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of any requirements imposed by the Biological Opinion issued as a result of the 
Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation with the U.S.  Fish and Wildlife. 
Service. 
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2.0 PURPOSE OF THE HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The purpose of this MP is to maximize and maintain the habitat quality of the conserved 
open space areas for the listed plants and other sensitive species found on the project site. 
This MP provides a framework for the management of the conserved open space and 
identifies the parties responsible for carrying out its provisions. The Habitat Manager is the 
responsible party for implementing all aspects of the MP. 

This MP focuses on the management of the conserved open space lands that fall within the 
proposed project’s boundaries. The areas designated as conservation open space areas were 
specifically designed to conserve and protect one of the larger population units of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountain dudleya in the region as well as a major wildlife 
corridor (Figure 3).  

Figure 3; ESA Map 

The MP also includes the Fuel Modification Plan, the Comprehensive Mixed Oak 
Woodland Revegetation Plan and the Landscape Master Plan/Guidelines.  These are 
attached as appendices. 

2.1 MANAGEMENT ENTITY 

The management entity shall be a public agency approved by the DRP, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game. 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Triangle Ranch Property, Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52419 (VTM 52419), is 
located in the Santa Monica Mountains near the northern border of the County of Los 
Angeles, California. The approximately 320.3-acre site is located off of the Ventura 
Freeway (U.S. Highway 101; Hwy. 101).  The Ventura Freeway provides regional access 
to the ranch property. The ranch property can be reached by exiting this freeway at Kanan 
Road (County Highway N9). Once on Kanan Road, proceed southerly 0.25-mile to the 
intersection of northwesterly property boundary and Kanan Road.  Kanan Road provides 
access to the western portion of VTM 52419; Cornell Road provides access to the eastern 
portion of VTM 52419. 

The project is a 61-lot site plan situated in four areas of the property. The site plan for the 
project is presented in Figure 4.   The grading footprint of the project covers an area of 
approximately 27.39 acres.  An additional 21.9 acres would be located in the fuel 
modification zone.  

Based on the project, Sage proposes the following mitigation measures:[I cannot read 
Christina’s handwritten comments in the margin of this page.  She refers to errata for 
these MMs.  They must be consistent with the final MMs.] 

 F-1   In order to reduce impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya, the following will be undertaken: 

• The project will preserve 287.77 acres of conservation open space, of which 
265.87 acres will be dedicated in fee to a public conservation agency. A 
conservation easement shall be placed over this 287.77 acres of open space 
prior to granting of the final grading permit; 

• This open space shall be subject to a Management Plan (Plan) in perpetuity. 
An additional 21.9 acres within the fuel modification zone will be retained 
by the HOA, but managed subject to the Fuel Modification Plan and this 
Management Plan.  The goal of that Plan shall be to preserve and expand the 
retained onsite populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya.  This Plan may include such measures as planting new 
areas with these species and the manual methods using hand or power tools 
to prune, thin, and remove vegetation that could outcompete these species. 
The Plan shall provide for annual reporting.  The Plan shall include the fuel 
modification plan, master landscape plan, and oak tree plan described below 
(see F-2, F-3, and F-10). The Plan initially shall include a description of all 
activities to be undertaken, including monitoring and reporting efforts, for 
five years.  At the end of the five-year period, the Plan shall be updated to 
the extent necessary.  The Plan shall be consistent with the USFWS 
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Recovery Plan (1999) for the species and the California Fish and Game 
Code.  The Plan shall be submitted for review to and approved by the 
County, California Department of Fish and Game, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service prior to the issuance of the grading permit with the 
understanding that the approval will not be unreasonably withheld; 

• A non-wasting endowment shall be provided to fund the management of the 
conservation open space in perpetuity as required by the Management Plan 
no later than 90 days from the signing of the agreement to deed the open 
space to the management entity. The amount of the financial assurance shall 
be determined on the basis of anticipated minimum operational cost, PARS 
analysis or other reliable estimation method and include costs for inflation, 
reasonable foreseeable additional actions that may be needed and third party 
oversight of the management entity.  The amount of the non-wasting 
endowment shall be subject to approval by the DRP.; and 

• The ownership and/or management responsibilities for the conservation 
open space will be transferred to a public entity acceptable to DRP.  That 
entity shall be knowledgeable in the management of urban natural 
undisturbed open spaces that are to be maintained for conservation 
purposes. 

 

F-2 A Fuel Modification Plan approved by LACFD that incorporates the 
following measure will be prepared: 

• Development of fuel modification zones for all hazard areas; 

• Preservation and avoidance of all Lyon’s pentachaeta populations.  
Measures must incorporate, at a minimum, both permanent staking of 
known populations and timing the removal of any plant material during the 
dormancy period (i.e., after seed set and prior to germination); 

• Preservation and avoidance of all Santa Monica Mountains dudleya plants.  
Thinning of adjacent associated plants would be allowed.  No mowing in the 
immediate vicinity of the dudleya shall be permitted;  

• Preservation/retention of native plants with low fuel volume or low potential 
to burn due to high moisture content; 

• Selective thinning and organic debris removal within the riparian zone to 
maintain existing habitat values; 

• If any plantings are necessary within the fuel modification zone, plants 
selected must be on the SEATAC and Los Angeles County Fire Department 
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(LACFD)-approved native plants.  No exotic or non-native plants may be 
used.  Cal-IPC-listed invasive plants shall not be planted within the fuel 
modification zone;  

• All fuel modification activities shall be conducted by specifically trained 
crews supervised by a qualified project biologist; 

• Any removal of individual Lyon’s pentachaeta or Santa Monica Mountains 
dudleya plants would require replacement plantings.  Mitigation for Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya would be at a 50:1 replacement ratio; 

• Listing of fire abatement measures, including removal of deadwood, 
irrigation, and/or mowing and maintenance of oak tress shall be identified 
for each hazard area.  Any area in which oak understories or deadwood 
removal take place shall be mitigated for as part of the oak woodland 
revegetation plan.  

• The final Fuel Modification Plan shall be submitted to LACFD, SEATAC, 
the DRP Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service for their review and approval prior to issuance of the 
grading permit with the understanding that the approval will not be 
unreasonably withheld.   

The Fuel Modification Plan must also be consistent with the Management Plan 
described in F-1, above; the Landscape Design Guidelines described in F-3, 
below and the Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan, 
described in F-10, below. 

 

F-3  The project applicant shall develop, implement, and maintain a Landscape 
Design Guidelines.  The Landscape Design Guidelines shall prevent the 
introduction of exotic plants and irrigation flows into undeveloped open space 
areas. The Landscape Design Guidelines shall be compatible with the Fuel 
Modification Plan (F-2) and shall address the design, implementation, and 
maintenance of all landscaping, common areas, undeveloped building pads 
pending sale, and private grounds subsequent to sale. The Landscape Design 
Guidelines shall include a plant palette of acceptable ornamental and native 
species to be used.  The Landscape Design Guidelines shall become part of the 
Management Plan (F-1).  In addition, the Landscape Design Guidelines shall 
provide the following:   

• Planting requirements on privately held parcels and common areas also shall 
be recorded within the CC&Rs of the homeowners’ association and each 
homeowner.  
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• A qualified biologist shall examine the dedicated open space and common 
areas on an annual basis, starting with the installation of the first 
landscaping and lasting five years after complete build out, to determine if 
invasive ornamentals have been planted and/or escaped to adjacent natural 
areas.  If so, the CC&Rs shall provide that the biologist can have those 
plants removed from such dedicated open space and common areas and 
recommend alternative plants and materials. 

• Cal-IPC-listed invasive plants shall not be planted within the project 
boundaries. 

The Master Landscape Plan and CC&Rs shall be submitted to SEATAC, the DRP 
Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service for review and approval prior to issuance of the grading permit with the 
understanding that the approval will not be unreasonably withheld.   

 

 

F-4 The project applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 287.77 acres (i.e., the Fuel 
Modification Zone and Conservation Open Space) as open space for long-term 
management. Of this total, at least 265.87 acres will remain natural and 
undisturbed by fuel modification activities. This conservation open space area 
shall be subject to the following restrictions: 

• No off-road vehicle (ORV) use, including ATVs, SUVs or bicycles; 

• No hunting; 

• No weapons, including firearms, air guns, BB guns, slingshots, paintball 
guns, crossbows, bows, or any other device that shoots a projectile used to 
hunt or maim animals or people; 

• No camping, fires, or trailer parking; and  

• No ancillary structures such as corrals, sheds, gazebos, decks, pools, or tree 
houses. 

• All open space lands shall be managed to be compatible with the 
conservation open space.  

 
F-5 The project applicant may employ chain link fencing or other wildlife-excluding 

fencing only around the immediate vicinity of residences and associated yards. 
Fencing passable by wildlife may be employed in common areas and no fencing 
may be allowed outside designated lots. 
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F-6 In order to minimize impacts on sensitive plant and wildlife species, the project 
applicant and future homeowners (as provided in the CC&Rs) shall: 

• Prohibit introduction of chemical herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers into 
natural areas (i.e., conservation open space) during project construction or 
operations; 

• Restrict chemical herbicide, pesticide and fertilizer use to developed lots 
and avoid use within 200 feet of stream courses or drainages; 

• Restrict chemical herbicide and pesticide use within 50 feet of the private 
property boundary bordering conservation open space;  

• Prohibit use of poison to control rodents in common areas and open space; 
and 

• Inform homeowners of their responsibilities with regard to proper herbicide, 
pesticide and fertilizer use prior to purchase of property. 

 

F-7 In order to reduce impacts on sensitive and other wildlife species, the project 
applicant shall develop a lighting program that addresses the following: 

• All outdoor lighting shall be shielded and directed away from adjacent open 
space areas; 

• Any street lighting shall be low-intrusion or have no impact on wildlife, 
such as sodium-type fixtures; 

• Excessive outdoor lighting shall be avoided; outdoor lighting shall represent 
the minimum required to conform to applicable ordinances; and 

• The CC&Rs shall prevent the installation of any outdoor lighting that 
extends light or glare outside of the property boundaries.  All installation of 
outdoor light shall be subject to review and approval of the management 
entity and HOA. 

 
F-8 The project applicant shall comply with all state and federal agency laws and 

regulations.  This shall include, but not be limited to, securing a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement, Section 404 Permit, and Section 401 Certification.  The 
permit processes for these approvals shall include the preparation of a conceptual 
mitigation plan. Opportunities for onsite habitat restoration and enhancement 
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shall be evaluated prior to the investigation of off-site opportunities. Mitigation 
ratios for impacted riparian habitat areas shall be no less than 1:1 for onsite 
mitigation and no less than 2:1 for offsite mitigation.  The project applicant shall 
provide the County of copies of all required state and federal permits prior to 
grubbing and issuance of a grading permit.  The project applicant shall comply 
with all conditions of the issued approvals. 

 

F-9 The biological monitor shall be particularly sensitive to potential impacts to San 
Diego dusky footed woodrat (DFW), southwestern pond turtle (SPT), San Diego 
horned lizard, and the coastal western whiptail. A salvage plan shall be prepared 
for the above listed species.  The salvage plan shall be reviewed and approved by 
DRP and interested agencies prior to the issuance of a final grading permit.  The 
salvage plan shall include the following measures: 

1) Impacted individuals of these species shall be transplanted to new locations 
with suitable habitat onsite within the conservation open space or other 
appropriate areas.  

 

2) For DFW, areas to be disturbed that provide suitable potential habitat for 
this species shall be inspected for nests of DFW within one week 
disturbance.  No more than two days prior to site disturbances, potential 
suitable habitat areas shall be live-trapped.  The relocation of trapped 
individuals shall include the relocation of nesting materials. 

3) The salvage plan shall include methods to ensure mobile species can escape 
and safely reach the habitat conservation open space areas and other limited 
mobile species are removed, as feasible.   

 

F-10  In addition to complying with the Oak Tree Ordinance, a Comprehensive Mixed 
Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan shall be developed and implemented. This 
plan shall to be reviewed and approved by the DRP Biologist prior to the 
issuance of grading permits.  The plan shall provide that all tree plantings shall 
be subject to a five-year monitoring effort by an independent certified arborist.  
This monitoring effort shall consider growth, health, and condition of the 
subject trees in order to evaluate the project’s success.  This plan shall also be 
consistent with the management plan developed for the conservation open space 
in F-1.  The project builder/homeowners’ association shall implement the 
recommended remedial actions should any of the tree plantings exhibit poor or 
declining health as determined by the DRP biologist.   
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F-11 All sensitive habitats outside the proposed grading limits shall be avoided 
during and following the proposed construction activities.  A biological monitor 
familiar with the location of the sensitive habitat areas and plant and wildlife 
species shall be part of the construction team.  Prior to commencement of any 
construction-related activity, the biological monitor shall flag the sensitive areas 
and/or the construction limits with bright orange plastic fencing, stakes, flags, or 
other suitable markers that are easily discernible by construction equipment 
operators.  No machinery, equipment, materials, construction debris, and such 
as well as personnel shall enter the protected areas unless specifically 
authorized by the biological monitor. 

 
F-12 The biological monitor shall be present at all preconstruction and pregrading 

meetings.  The biological monitor shall present an educational program at these 
meetings regarding the sensitive species and habitats to be protected.  All 
construction workers shall receive this education program. 

 
F-13 The biological monitor shall be present at the site during clearing of any 

vegetation and during the rough or initial grading of the site.  The biological 
monitor shall have the authority to stop work temporarily in order to protect the 
flagged sensitive habitats.  Any disturbance into sensitive habitat areas shall be 
reported within 24 hours to appropriate authorities.  Following clearing and 
initial grading activities for the entire development/grading footprint, the 
biological monitor shall periodically check the site for continued compliance 
with protection of the sensitive species/habitat areas.   

 

F-14   The biological monitor shall record notes during the monitoring of vegetation 
clearing and during the rough or initial grading of the site.  These notes shall 
document the dates of clearing and location and limits of clearing/grading 
activities undertaken.  Monitoring notes shall be summarized into a letter report 
that shall be submitted to the appropriate authorities, including DRP, within 30 
days of project completion.   

 

F-15 A home owners awareness brochure shall be distributed at the time of sales that 
will provide educational information on the presence of sensitive species in the 
conservation open space areas; the benefits of maintaining habitat values of the 
open space areas; the problems associated with invasive plants, improper use of 
herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers and other potential actions that could 
indirectly impact the conservation open space area and the rules associated with 
management of the conservation open space. This information shall also contain a 
list of prohibited plant species within the lots.  This brochure shall be provided to 
each home buyer.  
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F-16   If the required fuel modification zones cross over the northern portion of the site, 
into the jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills, then coordination with the City 
shall be required.  No grading for project construction shall occur on land in the 
City of Agoura Hills without prior approval by the City. 
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4.0 RESOURCE DESCRIPTION 

4.1 SIGNIFICANT LANDFORMS AND GEOLOGICAL FEATURES 
The project site occupies mountainous terrain and alluvial floodplain on the east and west 
sides of Medea Creek, as it flows downstream from Malibu Junction. From the lowest 
elevation on the property (the bed of Medea Creek) at approximately 800 feet, the parcel 
extends west to include a sizable area on the eastern slope of Ladyface, up to an elevation 
of approximately 1,900 feet. The eastern portion of the property encompasses a west-
trending, tributary of Medea Creek (Drainage B), bounded generally on the north and south 
by prominent 1,100 to 1,200 foot ridgelines, with the site reaching a 1,400 foot peak in the 
extreme east corner, near the headwaters of Drainage B.  Figure 5 shows the significant 
landforms and geological features on the site and surrounding area. 

Figure 5:  Jurisdictional/Drainage Map 

The north flank of the Santa Monica Mountains here is dominated by a thick, 
heterogeneous sequence of volcanic rocks of the Topanga Group (Yerkes and Campbell, 
1979). In particular, dark-colored andesitic to basaltic breccias comprise the bulk of 
Ladyface amid the western portion of the project site, and the southern portion of the 
eastern half of the site. These volcanics are overlain to the north by lightcolored and 
highly-layered andesite-dacite breccia. These features are visible on the ridgeline in the 
eastern half of the site that forms the northern boundary.  Limited areas of recent alluvium 
occur along Medea Creek. 

Ladyface is the most prominent landform in the area, visible from the Ventura Freeway 
corridor and most surrounding locations. Other prominent geologic features include the 
ridgeline on the north boundary of the site and Medea Creek (EC, 1998). 

 

4.2 SOIL TYPES 
As shown on the General Soils Map, Los Angeles County, California (USDA, 1969), TTM 
52419 is located within the Hambright-Gilroy Soil Association, 15 to 50 percent slopes, 
eroded. 

The soils of this association occur in moderately steep and steep mountainous areas on 
basic igneous rock, between elevations of 50 and 3,000 feet. The average annual rainfall is 
15 to 24 inches, mean annual air temperature is 61 degrees Fahrenheit, and the frost-free 
season ranges from 270 to 320 days. Natural vegetation on these soils consists of thick 
brush with a sparse understory of annual grasses and forbs. This association occurs in the 
Santa Monica Mountains and comprises about 2.0 percent of the report area. 

Hambright soils are 8 to 18 inches deep, are well drained, and have moderate subsoil 
permeability.  They have a dark grayish-brown, mildly alkaline loan surface layer about 3 
inches thick.  The subsoil is brown, mildly and moderately alkaline gravely clay loam 
resting on decomposing and fractured basalt at about 12 inches.  The surface layer contains 
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from 5 to 20 percent gravel and the subsoil 35 to 45 percent gravel by volume. Rock 
outcrops cover from none to 10 percent of the surface. Available water-holding capacity is 
1.0 to 3.0 inches for 8 to 18 inches of soil depth. Inherent fertility is moderate. 

Gilroy soils are 22 to 40 inches deep, are well drained, and have moderately slow subsoil 
permeability. They have a dark grayish-brown, slightly acid clay loam surface layer about 
18 inches thick. The subsoil is brown, medium acid heavy clay loam and light brownish-
gray neutral loam about 22 inches thick. The hard, fractured basalt occurs at about 40 
inches. Rock outcrops cover from none to 10 percent of the surface. Available water-
holding capacity is 4.5 to 7.0 inches for 22 to 40 inches of soil depth. Inherent fertility is 
moderate. 

The Hambright-Gilroy Soil Association is comprised of 75 percent of Hambright soils and 
about 15 percent of Gilroy soils. Included are about 10 percent Rock land in                            
areas with slopes up to 75 percent and areas of Millsholm soils. These soils are used 
primarily for watershed and wildlife. Some areas afford limited grazing. A few selected 
areas are used for homesites. 

 
4.3 WATERSHED BOUNDARIES AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS 
The property lies within the Medea Creek Watershed. This watershed is comprised of four 
sub-drainages: Medea Creek, Lindero, Palo Comado and Chesebor Canyons. The four 
drainages originate from the south slope of Simi Hills and converge in the vicinity of 
Malibu Junction, just to the north of the Triangle Ranch Project site.  
 
Over geologic time, the main stem of Medea Creek downstream from Malibu Junction has 
cut a narrow passage through the Santa Monica Mountains, carrying the combined flows of 
all four subdrainages past the project site. Across the project site and southward, the stream 
gradually widens, passing through the Wagon Road Ranchos and Medea Valley Estates 
developments, Paramount Ranch, then emptying into Malibu Lake. Medea Creek 
converges with Triunfo Canyon Creek to become Malibu Creek, which subsequently flows 
to Malibu Lagoon and the ocean. Malibu Creek is the only antecedent drainage in the Santa 
Monica Mountains. 
 
The slopes of the project site drain east into Medea Creek. Medea Creek bisects the site as 
the stream passes between Cornell and Kanan roads. The site also contains portions of 
several tributaries to Medea Creek, four of which are shown as blue-line streams on the 
USGS maps. The blue-line streams on the site include Medea Creek, small sections of 
Lindero and Chesebor creeks, an unnamed tributary on the northwest and another unnamed 
tributary to Media Creek on the southeast (EC, 1998). These blue-line streams are shown 
on Figure 5. 
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL SURVEYS 
Seventy-six (76) field surveys have been conducted on the site: fourteen (14) surveys 
performed by Tom Leslie Corporation (TLC) in 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006; sixty (62) 
surveys performed in 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 and 2003 by Envicom Corporation, San 
Marino Environmental Associates, PCR Services Corporation, TW Biological Services and 
Impact Sciences, Inc., The Planning Associates, and ECORP Consulting, Inc.  
Additionally, ECORP Consulting, Inc. performed a western pond turtle protocol survey in 
the spring of 2007.  Table 3-1 provides a list of the surveys.   
 
Reports documenting the results of these surveys include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 
 

• Biological Constraints Analysis for the Beautiful City Site, Agoura Hills, 
Callifornia; prepared by Envicom Corporation, February 14, 1997; 

 
• Biota Report for the Beautiful Homes Site, Los Angeles County; prepared by 

Envicom Corporation, March 10, 1998;  
 

• Focused Fish Survey, prepared by San Marino Environmental Associates, 
September 13, 1998; 

 
• Biota Report Resubmittal No. 1 for the Beautiful Homes Site, Los Angeles County; 

prepared by Envicom Corporation, revised November 11, 1998; 
 

• Biota Report Resubmittal No. 2 for the Beautiful Homes Site, Los Angeles County; 
prepared by Envicom Corporation, revised February 9, 1999; 

 
• Live Oak Ranch:  Los Angeles County Oak Tree Report, prepared by Paul Rogers, 

Poly Associates, February 25, 1999; 
 

• Investigation of Jurisdictional Waters of the United States on the Live Oak Ranch 
Property, prepared by PCR Services Corp., March 1999; 

 
• Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Survey Report, Live Oak Ranch; prepared by PCR 

Services Corporation, June 22, 1999; 
 

• Least Bell’s Vireo Survey Report, Live Oak Ranch; prepared by PCR Services 
Corporation, August 24, 1999; 
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• Southwest Willow Flycatcher Survey Report, Live Oak Ranch; prepared by TW 

Biological Services, September 19, 1999; 
 

• Endangered Plant Focused Surveys at Live Oak Ranch; prepared by Impact 
Sciences, Inc., October 2000; 

 
• Focused Surveys for the Federally Endangered Lyon’s Pentachaeta (Pentachaeta 

Lyonii A. Gray) and the Threatened Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya (Dudleya 
cymosa ssp. ovatifolia (Britton) Moran) on Triangle Ranch, Los Angeles, County, 
California; prepared by Impact Sciences, Inc. and The Planning Associates, June 
2003; 

 
• Jurisdictional Delineation of the Triangle Ranch Property in Agoura Hills, Los 

Angeles County, California; prepared by Glen Lukos and Associates, October 16, 
2003; 

 
• Comprehensive Mixed Oak Woodland Revegetation Plan, prepared by dizin 

Landscape Architects, May 2004; 
 

• Tentative Tract No. 52419 (Triangle Ranch), Memo Regarding Disappearance of 
most of the Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya, prepared by Tom Leslie 
Corporation, June 2004;  

 
• Results of Eight Protocol Least Bell’s Vireo and Five Protocol Southwestern 

Willow Flycatcher Surveys, prepared by Tom Leslie Corporation, August 11, 2004;  
 

• Oak Tree Report, Live Oak Ranch, prepared by Tree Life Concern, Inc., September 
13, 2004;  

 
• Results of a Focused Lyon’s Pentachaeta Survey Performed on Tentative Tract Map 

No. 52419, prepared by Tom Leslie Corporation, 2005; and  
 

• Results of a Focused Lyon’s Pentachaeta Survey Performed on Tentative Tract Map 
No. 52419, prepared by Tom Leslie Corporation, 2006. 
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Table 3-1: Field Surves Conducted on the Triangle Ranch Project Site by Six Biological Consulting Firms in 2005, 2004, 2003, 

1999, 1998, 1997 & 1996 

Survey Date and Total Surveyor Hours 
Survey 

Hours 

Purpose of Survey Surveyor(s) 

2007: 2 Protocol Surveys 

1. May 14-17, 2007 0100-2400 Pond turtle and other riparian species ECORP 

2. June 11-14, 2007 0100-2400 Pond turtle and other riparian species ECORP 

2006: 1 Field Survey 

3. March 8, 2005 1. (2 person hr.) 1000-1200 Plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 

2005: 4 field surveys 

4. March 8, 2005 1. (2 person hr.) 1000-1200 Plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 

5. April 27, 2005 (1 person hr.) 1430-1530 Plant and wildlife surveys Tom Leslie 

6. June 4, 2005  LP surveys 
Tom Leslie, Nadya 

Leslie 

7. June 5, 2005  LP surveys 
Tom Leslie, Nadya 

Leslie 

8. June 5, 2005  LP surveys 
Tom Leslie, Nadya 

Leslie 

2004: 8 field surveys 

9. April 11, 2004 (6 person hrs.) 0930-1230 
Protocol LBV and focused plant and wildlife 

surveys 

Tom Leslie, Nadya 

Leslie 

10. April 26, 2004 (3 person hrs.) 0700-1000 
Protocol LBV and focused plant and wildlife 

surveys 
Tom Leslie 

11. May 15, 2004 (4 person hrs.) 0700-1100 
Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant 

and wildlife surveys. 
Tom Leslie 

12. May 25, 2004 (3.75 person hrs.) 0700-1100 
Protocol LBV and focused plant and wildlife 

surveys 
Tom Leslie 

13. June 6, 2004 (4 person hrs.) 0700-1100 
Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant 

and wildlife surveys 
Tom Leslie 

14. June 22, 2004 (4 person hrs.) 0700-1100 
Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant 

and wildlife surveys 
Tom Leslie 

15. July 3, 2004 (4 person hrs.)  0700-1100 
Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant 

and wildlife surveys 
Tom Leslie 
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16. July 15, 2004 (4 person hrs.) 0700-1100 
Protocol LBV and WIFL and focused plant 

and wildlife surveys 
Tom Leslie 

2003: 10 field surveys 

17. May 8, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

18. May 9, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

19. May 12, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

20. May 13, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

21. May 14, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

22. May 15, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

23. May 16, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

24. May 21, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

25. May 28, 2003 N/A LP and SMMD focused study IS/TPA 

26. August 23, 2003 (4 person hrs.) 1000-1200 Focused plant and wildlife surveys 
Tom Leslie, Nadya 

Leslie 

1999: 28 field surveys 

27. February 23, 1999 N/A QCB habitat assessment  PCR 

28. March 2, 1999 N/A Jurisdictional delineation PCR 

29. March 3, 1999 N/A Jurisdictional delineation PCR 

30. March 9, 1999 N/A Jurisdictional delineation PCR 

31. March 10, 1999 0930-1330 QCB Survey PCR 

32. March 17, 1999 0930-1200 QCB Survey PCR 

33. March 24, 1999 1000-1300 QCB Survey PCR 

34. March 31, 1999 0906-1200 QCB Survey PCR 

35. April 7, 1999 N/A QCB Survey PCR 

36. April 14, 1999 0918-1322 QCB Survey PCR 

37. April 21, 1999 0900-1330 Protocol LBV Survey and QCB survey PCR 

38. April 28, 1999 1000-1400 QCB Survey PCR 

39. May 5, 1999 0910-1300 Protocol LBV survey and QCB survey  

40. May 12, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 

41. May 13, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 

42. May 14, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 

43. May 18, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 

44. May 19, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 

45. May 20, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 

46. May 25, 1999 N/A LP and SMMD focused study PCR 

47. May 29, 1999 0700-0830 Protocol WIFL survey TWBS 
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48. June 2, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 

49. June 16, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 

50. June 17, 1999 0630-0730 Protocol WIFL survey TWBS 

51. June 30, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 

52. July 6, 1999 0700-0800 Protocol WIFL survey TWBS 

53. July 14, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 

54. July 28, 1999 N/A Protocol LBV survey PCR 

1998: 5 surveys 

55. January 22, 1998 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

56. January 23, 1998 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

57. January 26, 1998 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

58. January 27, 1998 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

59. September 13, 1998 N/A Focused fish survey SMEA 

1997: 15 surveys 

60. March 21, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

61. March 24, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

62. March 25, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

63. March 26, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

64. April 1, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

65. April 3, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

66. April 4, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

67. April 8, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

68. April 9, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

69. April 10, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

70. April 17, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

71. April 29, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

72. May 8, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

73. May 16, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

74. May 29, 1997 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

1996: surveys 

75. December 16, 1996 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 

76. December 17, 1996 N/A Plant and Wildlife Surveys EC 
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4.5 SITE HABITATS AND ASSOCIATIONS 
As Figure 6 illustrates, the following habitat types, and non-habitat vegetational 
associations, were previously identified onsite (EC, 1998; PCR, 2000).  During the 2004 
and 2005 field surveys, it was determined that the same plant communities remain onsite 
in a relatively unchanged condition.  

 

Figure 6:  Habitat Map  

   

Habitat Types: 

• Chaparral – 208.29 acres  

• Grassland/Coastal Sage Scrub Mosaic – 86.90 acres 

• Riparian (includes Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, Riparian Scrub and 
Riparian Chaparral) – 6.81 acres  

• Oak Woodland – 3.30 acres 
 

Non-habitat Types: 

• Residential/Urban/Exotic  Disturbed Vegetational Association – 15.00 acres 

 

Appendix 1 Floral Compendium provides estimates of population sizes of the flora 
observed onsite by indicating the relative abundance (i.e., rare, uncommon, common and 
abundant) for each plant species observed onsite. A total of 340 plant species were 
identified onsite.  No additional plants are expected to occur because the property was 
thoroughly searched during 70 surveys over the course of seven years by seven different 
consulting firms.  Most of these years had average to above average rainfall. 

 

An analysis of the Floral Compendium shows the following: 

• A total of 340 plant species were identified within the boundaries of Triangle Ranch 
in 2006 ,2005, 2004, 2003, 1999, 1998, 1997 and 1996. 

• Seventy (70) non-native plant types were identified on Triangle Ranch. The majority 
of the onsite habitats are dominated by native species.  Low numbers of non-natives 
reflect the relatively undisturbed character of the site. 

• The majority of plant species identified onsite are locally common species typically 
associated with Chaparral habitat, Grassland/Coastal Sage Scrub habitat mosaic, 
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Willow Riparian Forest, Oak Woodland habitat, and Residential/Urban/Exotic non-
habitat vegetational associations of Los Angeles County, California. 

• Twelve (12) unlisted but special-status plant species were observed onsite:  

(1) Red shank (Adenostoma sparsifolium) – no official status; limited distribution in 
Santa Monica Mountains; 

(2)  Alchemilla (Aphanes occidentalis) – no official status; reported from only a few 
other locations in area, but believed to be easily overlooked and possibly 
widespread; 

(3)  Nevin’s brickellia (Brickellia nevinii) – California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
List 4;  

(4)  Coville’s lip fern (Cheilantes covillei) – no official status; limited distribution in 
Santa Monica Mountains,  

(5)  Linear-leaf goldenbush (Ericameria linearifolia) – no official status; limited 
distribution in Santa Monica Mountains;  

(6)  Chocolate lily (Fritillaria biflora) – CNPS List 4;  

(7)  Pygmy linanthus (Linanthus pygmaeus ssp. continentalis) – CNPS List 1B;  

(8)  California melic grass (Melica californica) – no official status; previously 
unreported from Santa Monica Mountains;  

(9)  Douglas’s microseris (Microseris douglasii) – CNPS List 4;  

(10) California cloak fern (Notholaena californica ssp. leucophylla)- no official 
status; uncommon; limited distribution in Santa Monica Mountains; 

(11) Clustered broom-rape (Orobanche fasciculate) – no official status; considered 
uncommon and  

(12)  Poison sanicle (Sanicula bipinnata) – no official status; considered uncommon.   

 

• Two listed plant species are present onsite: the state and federally listed endangered 
Lyons’s pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii) and federally listed threatened Santa 
Monica Mountain dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia). 
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The five major plant communities on the project site are described below. 

 

1. Chaparral  

There is approximately 208.29 acres of this habitat cover the site. The chaparral 
intergrades with sage scrub and grasslands.  The chaparral forms intermittent patches of 
relatively dense cover along south-facing slopes in the eastern project site.  The dominant 
species include chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), 
bush mallow (Malacothamnus fasciculatus var. laxiflorus), buckbush (Ceanothus 
cuneatus), black sage (Salvia mellifera) and birch-leaf mountain-mahogany (Cercocarpus 
betuloides).  South-facing chaparral covers approximately 88.0 acres. 

 

The densest chaparral cover is found along the more mesic north-facing slopes in the 
eastern half of the site.  Species include scrub oak (Quercus berberidifolia), California 
ash (Fraxinus dipetala), chaparral currant (Ribes malvaceum ssp. viridifolium), fushia-
flowering gooseberry (Ribes speciosum), holly-leaf redberry (Rhamnus ilicifolia), poison 
oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), orange bush monkeyflower (Mimulus aurantiacus), 
heart-leaf penstemon (Keckiella cordifolia), honeysuckle (Lonicera subspicata var. 
denudata) and wild cucumber (Marah macrocarpus).  Approximately 116.2 acres of the 
area support this assemblage. 

 

Chaparral stands in the western half of the project site also exhibit consistent differences 
between north- and south-facing slopes.  A single small stand of red shank (Adenostoma 
sparsifolium) occurs along a ridgeline.  A single stand of bigberry manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos glauca) was also observed on a small area on north facing slopes 
southwest of Ladyface Mountain.    

 

Photo Plate Nos. 1a, 1b, 1c and 2a provide representative views of onsite Chaparral 
habitat. 

 

2. Grassland/Coastal Sage Scrub Mosaic 

Approximately 86.90 acres of this habitat mosaic covers south-facing slopes, primarily in 
the northern, north central, and eastern portions of the property.  These communities are 
combined because there is insufficient differentiation or uniformity of plant species to 
permit refinement of community boundaries.  
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The predominant plant species of the Grassland habitat include native grasses such as 
Coast Rangem (Melica imperfecta), foothill needlegrass (Nassella lepida), purple 
needlegrass (Nassella pulchra) and fescue (Vulpia microstachys).  Non-native annual 
grasses such as slender wild oat (Avena barbata), ripgut (Bromus diandrus), soft chess 
(Bromus hordeaceus), foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis), cheat grass (Bromus 
tectorum), hare barley (Hordeum murinum), goldentop (Lamarckia aurea), 
Mediterranean grass (Schismus arabicus) and Vulpia (Vulpia myuros) are also present.  

 

Prevalent Sage Scrub species include California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), 
California-aster (Lessingia filaginifolia), coast Encelia (Encelia californica), coastal 
goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii ssp. vernonioides), and California sagebrush (Artemisia 
californica). 

 

Photo Plate Nos. 1b, 1c, 2a, 3a, 3b and 3d provide representative views of onsite 
Grassland/Coastal Sage Scrub Mix. 

 

3. Riparian Habitat   

Approximately 6.81 acres of riparian habitat were identified onsite.  The riparian habitat 
on the site is comprised of approximately 2.11 acres of Southern Cottonwood-Willow 
Riparian Forest, 0.9 acres of Riparian Scrub and 3.8 acres of Riparian Chaparral.  The 
riparian habitat grows along the Medea Creek in the central portion of the property.  

 

The predominant plant species of the tree canopy of the riparian habitat include Fremont 
cottonwood (Populus fremontii), red willow (Salix laevigata) and arroyo willow (S. 
lasiolepis), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) and California sycamore (Platanus 
racemosa). Predominant understory layer species include mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia), 
blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), mugwort 
(Artemisia douglasiana), and woodbine (Parthenocissus vitacea). 

 

Photo Plate Nos. 3a, 3b, 3c and 3d provide representative views of onsite riparian habitat. 
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4. Oak Woodland  

Approximately 3.30 acres of mixed Coast Live Oak Woodland and Valley Oak 
Woodland are scattered along both sides of Medea Creek.  They do not form extensive 
woodlands with substantial canopy cover.   Rather, they are found as single trees or 
scattered groupings.   

 

Several oak tree assessment studies have performed onsite.  These include studies 
conducted in 1999 by Poly Associates and 2004 by Tree Life Concern, Inc. (as revised in 
2007).  These studies determined the following:  

 

• 136 oak trees with trunk diameter greater than 8 inches  
52 Valley oaks (Quercus lobata) 

84 Coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) 

 

• Nineteen heritage oaks with diameter greater than 36 inches 
  5 Valley oaks  

14 Coast live oaks  

 

Photo Plate No. 4a provides representative views of onsite Oak Woodland habitat. 

 

5. Residential/Urban/Exotic  

Approximately 15.00 acres of this non-native vegetational association is present on 
disturbed areas in the west-central portion of the property, west of Kanan Road and as 
encroachments from landscaped exotic species from the adjacent development.   

 

The predominant plant species of the Residential/Urban/Exotic non-habitat areas include 
tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), yellow star-thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), short-pod 
mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), long-beaked filaree (Erodium botrys), red-stemmed 
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filaree (Erodium cicutarium) and white-stemmed filaree (Erodium moschatum), and 
oleander (Nerium oleander).  

 

Photo Plate No. 4b provides representative views of onsite Residential/Urban/Exotic non-
habitat vegetational association. 

 
 
4.6 WILDLIFE (FAUNAL/ANIMAL LIFE)  
Appendix 2 Faunal Compendium provides estimates of population sizes of the fauna 
observed on-site by indicating the relative abundance (i.e., rare, uncommon, common and 
abundant) for each wildlife species observed onsite.  A total of 159 wildlife species were 
identified onsite during the field surveys.  Although not observed, due to the presence of 
suitable habitat an additional 51 wildlife species are expected to occur onsite. 
 
An analysis of the Faunal Compendium shows the following: 

• A total of 160 wildlife species were identified within the boundaries of Triangle 
Ranch in 2007, 2004, 2003, 1999, 1998, 1997 and 1996.  Due to the presence of 
relatively undisturbed habitat onsite, wildlife utilization of Triangle Ranch is 
relatively high. 

 

• The wildlife species of Triangle Ranch, in general, are locally common species 
typically associated with Chaparral habitat, Grassland/Coastal Sage Scrub habitat 
mix, Riparian habitat, Oak Woodland habitat and Residential/Urban/Exotic non-
habitat vegetational associations of Los Angeles County, California. 

 

• Twelve unlisted special status species were observed onsite during the 1996 to 2007 
surveys (TLC, pers. comm.).  They include the following: 

(1) Southwestern pond turtle (Emys marmorata) 

(2) San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei) 

(3) Coastal western whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) 

(4) Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi) 

(5) Sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) 

(6) Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) 

(7) White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) 

(8) Vaux’s swift (Chaetura vauxii) 
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(9) Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri) 

(10) Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens) 

(11) San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia) 

(12) San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii) 

 

• No listed threatened or endangered wildlife species such as Quino checkerspot 
butterfly, least Bell’s vireo, or southwestern willow flycatcher, or proposed or 
candidate species for listing were identified onsite during the surveys performed in 
1996-2004. The absence of the these three species onsite is documented in more 
detail in a separate reports submitted to the Ventura, California office of the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (TLC, 2004c). 

 
 
4.7 SENSITIVE SPECIES 
4.7.1 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES 
Two listed and twelve unlisted but sensitive plant species were identified onsite during 
performance of the 1996 to 2006 field surveys. The Appendix 1 Floral Compendium 
provides a complete list of the plant species identified onsite. 

As part of the 2005 Biological Assessment Report, a table entitled, Sensitive Plant and 
Wildlife Species and Habitat Types Recorded in the Vicinity of TTM 52419 by the 
CNDDB, was prepared to identify which listed and unlisted plant species of concern are 
recorded within a 2.0-mile radius of the property.  This table, Table 3-2, was created 
using information obtained from an analysis of a 2004 CNDDB records search report and 
velum quadsheet overlays for the Calabasas, CA and Thousand Oaks, CA, USGS 
quadrangles (CDFG 2005;  CDFG, 2004a, b). 

 
 
4.7.2 SENSITIVE WILDLIFE (FAUNAL/ANIMAL) SPECIES  
No listed endangered or threatened wildlife species and no candidate species were 
identified with the boundaries of Triangle Ranch during the focused and protocol field 
surveys performed onsite between 1996 and 2007.  Twelve unlisted but sensitive wildlife 
species were identified onsite. The Appendix 2 Faunal Compendium provides a complete 
list of the wildlife species identified onsite. 

As part of the 2005 Biological Assessment Report, Table 3-2 Sensitive Plant and Wildlife 
Species and Habitat Types Recorded in the Vicinity of the Triangle Ranch Project site by 
the CNDDB was prepared to identify which listed, and unlisted wildlife species of 
concern, are recorded within a 2.0-mile radius of the property. Table 3-2 was created 
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using information obtained from an analysis of a 2004 CNDDB records search report and 
velum quadsheet overlays for the Calabasas, CA and Thousand Oaks, CA, USGS 
quadrangles (CDFG, 2005; CDFG 2004a, b).  No sensitive wildlife species were 
identified by the CNDDB within the 2.0-mile radius of the project site.  The 2007 
ECORPS pond turtle survey found three individuals of that unlisted species of special 
interest in Medea Creek. 

 

4.8 WILDLIFE MOVEMENT CORRIDORS 
The undeveloped project site represents two large areas of open space bisected by Kanan 
and Cornell Roads and bordered by suburban development on the southwest.  Medea 
Creek, which runs through the center of the site, represents an important wildlife corridor 
for mammals, birds, and amphibians, and also represents aquatic habitat for fish and other 
aquatic species.  Because of the size of the Medea Creek Drainage area, this drainage 
provides an important link between the Santa Monica Mountains and Simi Hills. 

 

The eastern half of the project site supports unrestricted wildlife movement within its 
boundaries and access along the southern border to dedicated regional open space in 
Malibu State Park, with the exception of two residentially developed parcels, Fire Station 
No. 65, and an area formerly used for wood storage.  All of these obstructions are located 
along Cornell Road.  Wildlife movement to the west is impeded by Kanan and Cornell 
Roads and development located thereon. 

 

The western half of the project site connects directly with the remainder of the 
undeveloped western Santa Monica Mountains along its western, southern, and eastern 
borders.  As with the eastern project site, wildlife movement is restricted to the north and 
to the east by Kanan and Cornell Roads.  East-west movement across the center of the 
project site may generally be characterized as moderately restricted by Kanan and Cornell 
roads and the partial development along Cornell Road. 
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Table 4-2:  Listed Plant and Wildlife Species Recorded in the 2.0-Mile Radius of the Triangle Ranch Project Site by the CNDDB 

SPECIES or 
HABITAT TYPE 

HABITAT AND DISTRIBUTION  

OF EACH SPECIES * 
SURVEY 
PERIOD 

LISTING STATUS 
(Federal, State, CNPS, 

CDFG)** 

PRESENCE OR ABSENCE 
AND POTENTIAL TO 

OCCUR ONSITE  

A. LISTED PLANT SPECIES    

Dudleya cymosa ssp. 
marcescens 

Marcescent Dudleya 

Suitable habitat: Chaparral, on volcanic soils, at elevations of 
150 to 520 m (492-1,706 feet) above msl. 

Distribution: Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. 

Nearest CNDDB location: 1.7± miles S of the SE corner of 
TTM 52419 (CDFG, 2005; CDFG, 2004a, b). April-June 

Fed: Threatened 

CA: Rare 

CNPS: List 1B 

RED Code: 3-2-3 

G5T2; S2.2 

Not Observed Onsite during 
multiple focused botanical 
surveys preformed during seven 
years. 

Low potential to occur onsite due 
to the presence of suitable habitat 
but lack of onsite or proximal 
occurrence records. 

Dudleya cymosa ssp. 
ovatifolia 

Santa Monica 
Mountains Dudleya 

Suitable habitat: Chaparral, cismontane woodland on rocky, 
volcanic soils, at elevations of 200 to 500 m (656-1,640 feet) 
above msl. 

Distribution: Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. 

Nearest CNDDB location: mapped onsite (CDFG, 2005; 
CDFG, 2004a, b). 

May-June 

Fed: Threatened 

CA: None 

CNPS: List 1B 

RED Code: 3-2-3 

G5T1; S1.2 

PRESENT. 
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Pentachaeta lyonii 

Lyon’s Pentachaeta  

Suitable habitat: Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and foothill 
grassland, at elevations of 30 to 630 m (98-2,066 feet) above 
msl. 

Distribution: Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. 

Nearest CNDDB location: mapped onsite (CDFG, 2005; 
CDFG, 2004a, b). 

March-August 

Fed: Endangered 

CA: Endangered 

CNPS: List 1B 

RED Code: 3-3-3 

G1; S1.1 

PRESENT. 

B. LISTED WILDLIFE SPECIES -- NONE    

* = Elevation range and distribution of the plant species follows the most current California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory (CNPS, 2001). 

* = See most current legal status, and meaning of listing codes, online at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/hcpb/species/lists.shtml. NOTE: The listing status/codes 
used to prepare Table 4 was derived form the January 2005 (plants) and August 2004 (wildlife species) lists (CDFG, 2005c; CDFG, 2004c). 
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5.0 MANAGEMENT OVERVIEW 

5.1 ADMINISTRATION 

The Management Entity will be the Habitat Manager for the Triangle Ranch Open Space 
Preserve. The Habitat Manager, through its project manager, shall report directly to the 
Management Entity on all issues, concerns, and questions, unless otherwise directed. 
DRP, CDFG and USFWS will serve in an advisory capacity on issues concerning work 
schedules and overall management as provided for in this document.  

 

5.2 OWNERSHIP AND CONVEYANCE 

The approximately 287.77 acres of conservation open space shall be covered by this MP, 
of which approximately 265.87 acres shall be conferred in fee title to the a public agency 
acceptable to DRP (Attachment 1). The area to be included within the conservation open 
space is shown on Figure 7.  Prior to the transfer of property to the Management Entity, a 
conservation covenant or easement protecting this area would be recorded.  Such 
recordation should take place prior to the issuance of the grading permit for the Triangle 
Ranch property. 

Figure 7; Open Space Map. 

5.3 FUNDING 

The funding mechanism and annual implementation costs for the Management Plan for 
the Triangle Ranch conservation open space are outlined in the Property Analysis Report 
(PAR).   The first year MP implementation cost is estimated at $XXXX.  

The estimate for the yearly management cost of MP implementation is $XXXX 
(approximately $XX per acre for XXX acres). These fees will be subject to yearly 
adjustments as actual management costs are incurred. 

NOTE:  AMOUNTS TO BE ADDED WHEN PLAN FINALIZED AND ESTIMATE 
PROVIDED. 
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Sage shall ensure that the Project Builder will adequately fund the implementation of this  
Management Plan for management of the conservation open space in perpetuity, through 
a non-wasting endowment.  In addition, the Project Builder will be responsible for the 
installation, maintenance, and monitoring of any revegetation within the preserve areas 
associated with the project construction as well as any weed removal in native areas as 
may be required by Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and the CESA permit. 

 

5.4 HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

Sage or the Project Builder shall complete the following project requirements: 

 Contract with and fund a management entity..  

 Supply the Habitat Manager with copies of all applicable reports pertaining to the 
project area, particularly those reports documenting biological resources and their 
locations.  

 Perform all open space conveyances (covanents/easements/fee title) in accordance 
with any timelines recommended by the County, USFWS, and/or CDFG.  

 

The Habitat Manager shall: 

 Be an advocate for the conserved open space and its protection by maintaining the 
integrity of the conserved habitats.  

 Be required to be completely familiar with the provisions of this MP, its 
attachments, and all documentation supporting the MP.  

 Be responsible for all points noted within the MP as being within his/her 
judgment as discussed within the Open Space Enhancement section. 

 Be responsible for overseeing all activities within the Fuel Modification Zone.  

 Keep and maintain all documents transferred by the Sage and/or the Project 
Builder. The Habitat Manager must be well acquainted with the resources and the 
locations listed in these reports.  
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 Educate the surrounding community about the presence and purpose of the 
conserved open space as well as be responsive to community concerns or 
problems with the Open Space Enhancement section.  

 Document all field visits and notify the USFWS, CDFG and DRP in writing of 
any issues, problems, and proposed solutions in a timely manner.  

 Prepare and submit to the DRP, USFWS and CDFG an annual report containing 
the following information (see the Reporting/Status Reviews section for 
additional requirements):  

– A summary of management actions taken during the report period, including a 
management action log appendix, prints of monitoring photographs, and 
copies of field notes as well as all activities in the fuel modification zone.  

– A discussion of any management problems encountered within the report 
period, including maps indicating cumulative areas of disturbance, trespass, 
dumping, fire, etc.  

– A description of the existing conditions of the site for that year, including 
wildlife use and a summary of covered species survey results with 
documentation and maps of covered species locations.  

– A list of names, titles, and companies of all persons who contributed to the 
annual report and participated in monitoring activities.  

Note: All annual reports will be submitted to the DRP, USFWS and CDFG on or prior to 
December 31 each year for the first five-year implementation period. The annual report is 
subject to the review by the DRP, USFWS and CDFG. After the first five years, reports 
shall be submitted as determined by the DRP.  Should any agency have comments, the 
Habitat Manager shall meet and address the issues as allowable by the management 
budget.  Copies of all annual reports shall be maintained in the Habitat Manager’s file.  
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6.0 MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

Existing habitats within the project site consist of chaparral habitat, non-native 
grassland/coastal sage scrub habitat mosaic, willow riparian forest, and oak woodland 
habitat. The following section outlines habitat management measures that will be 
undertaken in open space to ensure the conservation for these plant communities and the 
associated wildlife in perpetuity.  In particular, this conservation plan is to ensure the 
long-term preservation of on-site populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya.  

 

6.1 ENCROACHMENT 

1. To protect against encroachment of new development or additional clearing, within 
the conserved open space, the following shall be prohibited:  

 Grading.  

 Excavation.  

 Placement of soil, sand, rock, gravel, or any other material.  

 Clearing of vegetation, except for management purposes.  

 Construction, raising, or placement of any building materials, building, structure 
or ancillary structures such as corrals, sheds, gazebos, decks, pools, or 
treehouses.  

 Vehicular activities, except fire and emergency vehicles, and habitat manager 
vehicles. 

 Off-road vehicle (ORV) activities, including ATVs, SUVs or bicycle 

 Trash or hazardous waste dumping. 

 Hunting. 

 Weapons, including firearms, airguns, BB guns, slingshots, paintball guns, 
crossbows, bows, or any other device that shoots a projectile used to hunt or 
maim animals or people, except for police or other agency law enforcement 
personnel. 
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 Camping, fires or trailer parking. 

 Use for any purpose other than for preservation of the open space habitat values. 

 

2. To limit impacts to the conserved open space, activities in open space are 
restricted to:  

 Maintenance and monitoring of open space.  

 Habitat management activities identified in this MP.  

 Wildlife monitoring surveys conducted as part of the annual status reviews.  

 Emergency response by the Habitat Manager and the appropriate agencies in case 
of fires, floods, earthquakes, or other natural disasters. 

 Fuel modification activities as described in the approved Fuel Modification Plan 

 

In addition, the following will be observed: 

• All activities within the conserved open space will be conducted in accordance with 
the applicable impact avoidance and reduction measures identified herein.  

• All activities authorized by the Habitat Manager must be conducted to avoid take of 
listed species.  

A biological monitor is required to be present during all brush removal activities and/or 
construction activities that take place adjacent to conserved open space. During the 
development of residential housing, the Project Builder is responsible for implementation 
of encroachment limitations. Subsequent to project construction, the Habitat Manager 
will be responsible for implementation of encroachment limitations.   

 

6.2 ACCESS CONTROL 

No trails are currently proposed within the conserved open space, although a future trail 
may be located within that area. The purpose of the open space is to provide habitat for 
native plants and wildlife. The objective of access control measures is to minimize the 
potential for habitat destruction, habitat degradation, and harm to sensitive species from 
unauthorized activities in the MP area.  
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Access control measures will include:  

 Installation of fencing along the pad areas of the residential community. 

 Periodic patrols to deter unauthorized activities;  

 Temporary fencing of sensitive resources in conserved open space adjacent to 
impact areas to prevent damage from covered activities, as deemed necessary and 
appropriate by a biological monitor;  

 Installation of appropriate physical barriers to deter trespassing, with an emphasis 
on areas where repeated trespassing and damage to habitat occurs;  

 Native vegetation will be used as a physical barrier or deterent wherever possible;  

 Installation of appropriate signage (prohibiting access and/or indicating that the 
lands are being conserved for their plants and wildlife value);  

 Maintenance of barriers, vegetation barriers, signage, and any permanent fencing or 
gates controlling access to conserved habitat;  

 Discontinued use of roads in conserved habitat that are not required for fire 
management, emergency response, or site maintenance; and  

 The Habitat Manager shall regularly survey for and report any permanent 
encampments to the local authorities. Any man-made structures that are potentially 
detrimental to wildlife or conserved open space should be promptly removed.  

Prior to transfer of the conservation open space to a management entity, Sage or the 
Project Builder shall ensure the above access control  measures are implemented by the 
Habitat Manager.  

 

6.3 WEED CONTROL 

The objective of weed control measures is to prevent the degradation and loss of habitat 
suitable for covered species due to the spread of invasive weeds.  Generally, Lyon’s 
pentachaeta is found where total percent plant cover is less than 25 percent.  Therefore, 
control of weeds is important. Weed control and other vegetation removal provided by 
the Fuel Modification Plan are incorporated herein by reference.  See Appendix _. This 
Fuel Modification Plan places all areas with Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya within an exclusion zone where no activities are to take place.  The 
Project Biologist may thin the vegetation within the exclusionary zones using the weed 
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control measures listed below should Los Angeles County Fire Department determine 
that excessive fuels have established in an exclusion area.  If, however, additional 
activities are requested, the Project Biologist shall coordinate with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game prior to initiation of the 
requested effort. 

 

Weed control measures will include:  

1. Monitoring of habitat within the conserved open space for occurrence of the exotic 
plant species listed on Table 2 or any other exotic plant species that may occur or 
invade the open space or for increased cover of existing weedy species within known 
patches of Lyon’s pentachaeta or other sensitive plant species. In particular, all Cal-
IPC-listed invasive plants shall be mapped.  Existing locations of exotic trees, 
including eucalyptus (Eucalyptus spp.), will be evaluated for removal from open 
space. Established trees may be compatible with the open space design where they 
provide potential nesting or perching sites for raptors. Young trees, growing away 
from established groups or within the riparian corridor, should be removed. In the 
event that additional exotic plant species are encountered, the Habitat Manager will 
refine control measures to include them.  

Table 2 

2. The majority of exotic species will be removed by hand or mechanical weed cutters 
by maintenance workers familiar with and trained to distinguish weeds from native 
species. Weeds will be killed or removed before seed sets.  Surface areas may also be 
scraped.  Where weed control measures are required within known patches of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta, such weed removal will occur outside of the annual growing period 
(including seed set and dispersal) of Lyon’s pentachaeta. Appropriate weed control 
measures will be implemented under the immediate direction of the Habitat Manager 
and observation of a qualified biologist.  

3. Prevention or minimization of the introduction of exotic plants. All manufactured 
slopes and other open and developed areas adjacent to open space should include 
native species in the plant palette. Exotic plant species that cannot be used in any 
landscaped areas within the project site include those species listed on Lists A and B 
of the California Exotic Pest Plant Council’s list of Exotic Pest Plants of Greatest 
Ecological Concern in California as of October 1999 or as updated. A copy of the 
complete list is provided in Attachment 2. The plants listed on Table 2 are exotic 
species of particular concern within the conserved open space and are prohibited from 
being planted or introduced in any way to the open space or project site. The Habitat 
Manager shall supply Table 2 and Attachment 2 to the Project Builder. Project 



 
Working Draft MP  
 

Page 37 

Builder shall provide their contract landscaper with a copy of the list so that the listed 
plants are not included in the landscaping plans for the development. The Habitat 
Manager shall add plants to this list of exotics if it can be shown the species is having 
a negative impact on the conserved open space.  

 Removal of all new weed infestations promptly following their discovery. 
This is the responsibility of the Habitat Manager under the direction of a 
qualified biologist.  

Most weedy species encountered can be controlled under general weeding procedures; 
perennial and biennial exotic plant species removal and control will consist of cutting 
weed stems off below ground level or pulling weeds manually with minimal soil 
disturbance or scraping the soil surface. Annual weeds will be manually or mechanically 
(i.e., mowed) cut prior to producing ripe seed.  Where weed control measures are 
required within known patches of Lyon’s pentachaeta, such weed removal will occur 
outside of the annual growing period (including seed set and dispersal) of Lyon’s 
pentachaeta. Cut or pulled weeds will be disposed of properly.  

The MP weed control measures will be implemented by the Habitat Manager in 
conserved habitat.  Problematic areas and species will be identified.  A strategy 
considering the life cycle of the problematic and sensitive species will be established.   
Any exotic plant removal activities to take place within riparian areas will require the 
proper permits unless done by hand. Obtaining the required permits will be the 
responsibility of the Habitat Manager.  

 

6.4 WILDLIFE CONTROL 

The objective of wildlife control measures is to reduce the potential for adverse effects on 
the long-term survival of the covered species due to the occurrence of domestic pets and 
other species (e.g., feral cats) that pose similar problems in conserved habitat. Wildlife 
control measures will include: 

 Monitoring for the presence of domestic pets, as dogs and cats can be major 
predators on native species. The following additional steps shall be taken to 
prevent the predation of native species by dogs and cats:  

– The Habitat Manager shall promote education of the conserved open space 
users and adjacent homeowners to the potential impacts of uncontrolled pets, 
using posted signs.  
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– Signs should also warn pet owners that coyotes are present in the conserved 
open space and may prey on any pets, particularly cats, allowed in the 
conserved open space.  

– The Habitat Manager shall report to the County Animal Control Officers if 
persistent and chronic problems in the conserved open space from particular 
uncontrolled pets occur.  

 

6.5 LITTER AND REFUSE REMOVAL 

The objective of the litter and refuse removal measures is to prevent habitat degradation 
and potential harm to covered species that could result from litter and illegally dumped 
materials in conserved open space. Litter and refuse removal measures will include:  

 Control and collection of windblown materials; and  

 Removal and proper disposal of illegally dumped materials.  

Prior to transfer of the conservation open space to a management entity, Sage or the 
Project Builder shall ensure the above litter and refuse removal measures are 
implemented by the Habitat Manager. 

 

6.6 SEED COLLECTION PROJECT 

The Habitat Manager shall coordinate with Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Garden, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game periodic 
collection of Lyon’s pentachaeta seed for preservation, if desired by the agencies. 

 

6.7 LIGHTING 

No lighting shall be directed towards the open space areas. Residences present along the 
edge of open space will be required per conditions in the Covenants, Codes, and 
Restrictions (CC&R) to shield lighting away from open space areas. The Habitat 
Manager will be responsible for noting potential lighting infringements along open space 
areas. Infringements will be documented in the annual report for further action, including 
removal.   
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7.0 HABITAT AND SPECIES MONITORING 

7.1 SPECIES EVALUATED FOR MANAGEMENT 

This Management Plan is to be implemented to protect and enhance the existing 
populations of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Santa Monica Mountain dudleya and the habitat 
upon which they depend for their survival. A number of other sensitive plant and animal 
species also occur within the MP area. Listed species are also discussed in this section 
Information regarding other known or potentially occurring sensitive plant and wildlife 
species on Triangle Ranch site is found in Section 4, above.  

 

7.1.1 COVERED SPECIES 

Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia) 

Description: 

The USFWS listed Santa Monica Mountains dudleya as threatened in 1997 (62 Fed.Reg. 
4172).  The reasons for listing this plant included threats from development and weed 
abatement and recreational activities.   No critical habitat has been designated for this 
species.  The recovery plan for this species, entitled Recovery Plan for Six Plants from 
the Mountains Surrounding the Los Angeles Basin, was released on September 30, 1999. 

 

This is one of seven subspecies of a succulent, rosette-forming perennial plant in the 
stonecrop family.  Its leaves are 2 to 5 centimeter (cm) long, 1.5 to 2.5 cm wide and 
evergreen.  Floral stems are 4 to 15 cm tall and corollas are pale yellow. 

 

Biology of the Species: 

This plant is found scattered in coastal sage scrub and chaparral often along exposed 
north-facing or shaded slopes of the Santa Monica Mountains.  It is typically associated 
with rocky outcrops, persisting in exposed dry habitats. 
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Distribution: 

This plant is found in both Los Angeles and Orange Counties.  When listed, there were 
less than ten occurrences within the Santa Monica Mountains.  By 1999, it was believed 
that there were eight sites, totaling less than 2,000 individuals (USFWS, 1999). 

 

Status Onsite: 

There is approximately 0.36 acre of habitat for this species on the site of which less than 
0.1 acre is occupied.  The plants are found on a rocky outcrop near the center of the 
project site immediately west of Kanan Road (Figure 4-1).  In 2003, there were 597 
plants within this area.  This population had nearly doubled in size since the 1992 survey 
(Michael Brandman & Associates, 1992).  This near doubling of the population was 
attributed to precipitation increases. 

In May 2004, biologist Thomas Leslie conducted a focused botanical field survey of the 
project site for this species.  According to Mr. Leslie, all of the larger dudleya identified 
onsite during the 2003 survey had been carefully excavated and removed from the project 
site.  Only a few small individuals remained.  Mr. Leslie speculated that the plants were 
removed by someone having the knowledge of the location and with the intention of 
carefully removing the threatened plant for some reason (i.e., preservation, sale, etc.). 

Mr. Leslie believes that the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya will continue to exist at the 
dudleya removal area due to the presence of a number of small plants left intact within 
the rock outcrops.  In 2005, Mr. Leslie visited the site.  The small plants were continuing 
to grow and new plants appeared to be present. 

 

Lyon’s Pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii) 

Description: 

The USFWS listed Lyon’s pentachaeta as endangered in 1997 (62 Fed.Reg. 4172).  It is 
also a state listed endangered species.  See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 670.2(a)(4)(P).  The 
reasons for its decline include destruction of habitat by development, competition with 
exotic invasive species, and alteration of existing habitat due to the influence of nearby 
developments (e.g., changes in hydrology due to landscape watering, introduction of 
exotic weeds, conversion of shrubland to annual grassland due to frequent fires or fuel 
modification activities, ground disturbance, shrub clearance, destruction of soil crust, and 
changes in insect communities).   
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The USFWS excluded the project site when it designated critical habitat for this species 
(71 Fed. Reg. 66,374).   

The recovery plan for this species entitled, Recovery Plan for Six Plants from the 
Mountains Surrounding the Los Angeles Basin, was released on September 30, 1999.  
Criteria for delisting Lyon’s pentachaeta include the following:  (1) Full protection and 
management of 20 populations of 10,000 individuals or more with the primary intention 
of preserving the populations in perpetuity; (2) monitoring shows that populations are 
self-sustaining over a minimum of 15 years or longer; (3) seed collected from all 
populations is stored at a certified Center for Plant Conservation botanic garden; and (4) 
reliable seed germination and propagation techniques for the species are understood 
(FWS, 2005). 

A member of the family Asteraceae (or Sunflower Family), this annual plant is 5 to 48 
centimeters (cm) in height.  It has yellow disk flowers arranged in heads that bloom 
typically in spring to late summer (i.e., March to August).  It is distinguished from other 
members of the genus by its hairy phyllaries, larger numbers of pappus bristles and its 
reddish branches originating from the upper portion of the plant.  The corollas of the ray 
flowers are typically curled (under low light conditions, such as in the morning) and the 
leaves are narrowly linear with ciliated margins. 

 

Biology of the Species: 

This plant is found in sparsely vegetated openings in grasslands, coastal sage scrub, and 
chaparral sites and along edges of roads and trails.  This plant is largely found on red 
clays often of volcanic origin on relatively level to gently sloping terrain, often in saddles 
between hills or benches or on the tops of small knolls.  It is found in areas with both 
shallow and relatively deep soils.  However, it appears to have higher densities in areas 
with deeper soils (Fotheringham and Keeley, 1998).   

Habitat of this plant is characterized by a low percentage of total plant cover (both native 
and exotic plant species) and exposed soils with a microbiotic crust (Belnap, 1990).  
While sometimes characterized as a grasslands species, it is should be considered to 
belong to a unique herbaceous community or as an ecotone between grassland and 
coastal sage scrub/chaparral.   It can be found in association with turkish rugging 
(Chorizanthe staticoides), Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae), purple needle-
grass (Nassella pulchra), cud weed (Lessingia filaginifolia), golden stars (Bloomeria 
crocea), erect plantain (Plantago erecta), Spanish carpet (Lotus purshianus), popcorn 
flower (Cryptantha micromeres), and miniature lupine (Lupinus bicolor).  



 
Working Draft MP  
 

Page 42 

Lyon’s pentachaeta apparently competes poorly with annual grasses such as species of 
Avena and Bromus as dense growth by these non-natives appears to preclude it from a 
site (Keeley 1995).  The number of Lyon’s pentachaeta at a site appears to correspond 
positively with the native species richness in a plot and negatively with the number of 
exotics (Brigham 2004).  In addition, the plant’s morphology appears to change in 
response to localized ecological factors.  Plants growing in the presence of annual grasses 
are tall and slender whereas plants with no competitors tend to be low and sprawling 
(Brigham 2004).  The number of flowers on a plant also appears to be lower on plants 
that are growing in the presence of annual grasses.  Therefore, survivorship and growth 
appears to be significantly affected by shade or competition for nutrients and moisture 
from neighboring plants.  It has been noted that plant biomass is greater in full sun than in 
the shade. 

Lyon’s pentachaeta requires pollinator visitation in order to produce viable seed (Keeley 
and Fotheringham, 1998).  This species is believed to be self-incompatible, and an 
outcrosser (Fotheringham and Keeley 1998).  Studies have shown that plants are visited 
by a wide variety of insects and that specific insects vary in their ability to successfully 
pollinate flowers (Braker and Verhoeven, 2000). Twenty-nine insects representing seven 
orders have been documented visiting this plant.   Native bees, wasps, and flies were 
found to carry significant loads of their pollen.  Foraging distances for these insects range 
from 150 meters to 600 meters.  Native insect pollinators of Lyon’s pentachaeta also rely 
upon other plant species present in the general area, both as alternate sources of pollen 
and as areas supporting nesting sites and other habitat components.  

The single-seeded fruits have deciduous pappus that appears to limit their dispersal by 
wind.  However, the fruits most likely are attractive to small mammals which could 
disperse them through caching (FWS, 2005). 

Seeds seem to germinate readily without requiring any fire-related or seasonal cues.  
Experiments indicate seeds of this species do not require any treatment to mimic fire or 
other disturbance to germinate.  Seed germination also appears to be largely light neutral 
and will occur over a very broad range of temperatures.  There is no evidence that this 
species maintains a dormant seed bank because the seeds are small and do not contain 
large reserves of endosperm.  The seeds, however, are apparently able to remain dormant 
during years of low rainfall.  The cues that time germination to adequate rainfall are 
unknown. 

Population numbers for this species fluctuate annually depending on the amount and 
timing of rainfall and other environmental factors (Fotheringham and Keeley 1998).  It is 
unknown if the annual fluctuations are due to seed dormancy, differential germination 
from year to year, differential seedling survival, or another mechanism. 
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Disturbance, such as soil scraping by construction equipment, may favor the species, 
particularly if soil depth reduces annual grass growth and a seed source is available from 
adjacent fruiting plants.  Disturbance by wildfire may promote its establishment by 
removing shrub cover, but the relationship between fire and this plant is not clear.    The 
relationship between this plant and cattle grazing and burrowing by small rodents is also 
unknown.  However, it is believed that rodents (Peromyscus spp. and Perognathus spp.) 
and harvester ant colonies (Pogonomyres spp.) manage the density of associated 
vegetation by reducing competition.  Rodents such as gophers or ground squirrels can 
also cause negative long term change to Lyon’s pentachaeta habitat through chronic 
bioturbation, which favors establishment of weedy annual grasses, perpetuating a cycle of 
disturbance and increased weediness over time which threatens habitat quality. 

 

Distribution: 

Historically, the plant was known to occur not only in the Santa Monica Mountains, but 
also on the Palos Verde Peninsula and Santa Catalina Island.  When proposed, there were 
five population units (with 22 sites) within the Santa Monica Mountains and Simi Hills.  
By the time the species was listed, it had disappeared from three of the 22 sites.  The 
Department of Fish and Game (1999) estimated there were 27 sites that support this 
species; however, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimates the plant currently is 
found at 30 sites.  Twenty-one of the sites are on private lands, eight are on local agency 
lands, and one is within Federal lands (i.e., the Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area) (FWS, 2005).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also estimated that 
each population had fewer than 5,000 individuals.  This would mean the total population 
would be less than 25,000 individuals.  Of these sites, three are considered to be poor 
condition.  Figure 4-1 shows the general distribution of this species.  

 

Status Onsite: 

Surveys for this plant have been conducted onsite since 1997.  Cumulatively, these 
surveys have found the plant present at 41 locations on the site (TLC 2005).  These 
locations total approximately 8.8 acres (Figure 4-1).  These sites are geographically 
separated into two groupings on the project site, an eastern and western grouping 
separated by Cornell Road.  The eastern grouping has the lesser number of patches.  
There are several larger patches located on wide ridges and small mesas between the 
drainages and many smaller scattered patches.  The largest of these patches is 5.2 acres in 
size.  All of these remaining eastern patches are less than an acre.  The western grouping 
is composed of the larger number of patches.  These patches are generally located along 
ridges that run east to west from Kanan Road to Ladyface Mountain.  
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As with other areas, the population of Lyon’s pentachaeta on the site fluctuates annually.  
The 1999 survey estimated that 7.2 acres of the project site contained approximately 
3,764,680 plants.  The density of each patch ranged from approximately 0.25 individuals 
per square foot (individuals/ft2) to100 individuals/ft2.  The population estimate during the 
2000 survey was less than that estimated for both 1999 and 2003.  In 2003, the total 
population of the plant at this site was estimated to be 530,000 individuals with densities 
ranging from 0.1 to 100.5 individuals per meter square (individuals/m2) and the mean 
density of 19.8 individuals/m2.  In 2004, no Lyon’s pentachaeta were observed onsite 
(TLC, pers. comm.)  

During May of 2003, a portion of the subject project site containing habitat for the 
Lyon’s pentachaeta was inadvertently disked by a contractor retained by the Los Angeles 
County Department of Weed Abatement.  

Because of the heavy rains during the winter of 2004-2005, the Corps of Engineers and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requested that the site be resurveyed in 2005.  The 2005 
survey results were similar to those of previous years (Thomas Leslie Corporation 2005).  
Of the 41 patches previously observed on the property, 31 patches were observed.  No 
new patches were found.  The site was also surveyed for Lyon’s pentachaeta in 2006.  
The 2006 results were similar, however, more individuals appeared to be present.   

 

7.1.2 OTHER SENSITIVE SPECIES 

7.1.2.1 PLANTS 

(1) Red shank (Adenostoma sparsifolium) – no official status; limited distribution in 
Santa Monica Mountains; 

(2)  Alchemilla (Aphanes occidentalis) – no official status; reported from only a few 
other locations in area, but believed to be easily overlooked and possibly 
widespread; 

(3)  Nevin’s brickellia (Brickellia nevinii) – California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
List 4;  

(4)  Coville’s lip fern (Cheilantes covillei) – no official status; limited distribution in 
Santa Monica Mountains,  

(5)  Linear-leaf goldenbush (Ericameria linearifolia) – no official status; limited 
distribution in Santa Monica Mountains;  

(6)  Chocolate lily (Fritillaria biflora) – CNPS List 4;  
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(7)  Pygmy linanthus (Linanthus pygmaeus ssp. continentalis) – CNPS List 1B;  

(8)  California melic grass (Melica californica) – no official status; previously 
unreported from Santa Monica Mountains;  

(9)  Douglas’s microseris (Microseris douglasii) – CNPS List 4;  

(10) California cloak fern (Notholaena californica ssp. leucophylla)- no official 
status; uncommon; limited distribution in Santa Monica Mountains; 

(11) Clustered broom-rape  (Orobanche fasciculate) – no official status; considered 
uncommon and  

(12)  Poison sanicle (Sanicula bipinnata) – no official status; considered uncommon.   

 

7.1.2.2 WILDLIFE 

(1) Southwestern pond turtle (Emys marmorata) 

(2) San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei) 

(3) Coastal western whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) 

(4) Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi) 

(5) Sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) 

(6) Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) 

(7) White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) 

(8) Vaux’s swift (Chaetura vauxii) 

(9) Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri) 

(10) Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens) 

(11) San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia) 

(12) San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii) 
 

7.2. HABITAT MONITORING 

Habitat monitoring will occur during standard site visits (approximately two (2) per year) 
to ascertain the overall quality of the habitat.  The Habitat Manager will make a 
qualitative assessment of the condition of the plant communities in the conserved open 
space. Areas that would benefit from weed removal or revegetation should be identified 
and prioritized. Specific recommendations will be included in the annual report based on 
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the conclusion of these surveys. Quantitative vegetation sampling will also occur once 
per year in areas of known to support Lyon’s pentachaeta patches and Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya.  

All listed plant species identified will be mapped in the annual monitoring effort.  

 

7.3. WILDLIFE MONITORING 

Several sensitive wildlife species have been observed or have the potential to occur on 
the Triangle Ranch site.  

Wildlife monitoring will include:  

 Recordation of all species observed using the conserved open space. The species 
list will be included in the annual report.  

The Habitat Manager will implement the measures in conserved habitat. Personnel 
conducting surveys for covered species must have the appropriate credentials and 
permits.  

 

7.4 REPORTING/STATUS REVIEWS 

Annually, in conjunction with the covered species surveys, a report describing the habitat 
conditions and species’ occurrence in conserved open space on-site will be produced for 
review by the wildlife agencies. This annual report will be prepared by the Habitat 
Manager and will include the following:  

 An aerial photograph of the conserved open space flown that year.  

 A description of surveys for wildlife species that were conducted by the Habitat 
Manager.  

 A map showing the locations of all sensitive species observed in surveys.  

 A description of how each sensitive species was using the habitat.  

 A summary of all relevant management actions taken throughout the year, 
including but not limited to:  
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– A report on implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of the exotic 
species eradication program, including:  

◦ A report on implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of the 
weed control program;  

◦ A graphic representation of locations and extent of exotic species locations 
(with the exception of non-native grasses or forbs);  

◦ A discussion of all on-site measures undertaken to remove exotic species 
during the year, a comparison of those efforts to actions undertaken in 
previous years, and identification of measures to be performed in the 
following year; and  

◦ Before and after control measure implementation photographs.  

– A report on implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of the 
access/fencing control measures.  

– A description of the habitat conditions observed in the MP area, including a 
discussion of any signs of habitat degradation or notable presence or absence 
sensitive species.  

– A discussion of potential reasons for any signs of habitat degradation or 
notable absence of covered species in the MP area.  

– Photographs illustrating site conditions and any other issues relative to 
funding for site management.  

 

7.5 REMEDIAL/CONTINGENCY ACTIONS 

The MP assumes that adaptive management decisions will need to be made during 
implementation and identifies remedial/contingency actions as an MP category.  
Qualifying measures must be approved by the Habitat Manager and include:  

 Surveys in conserved open space for species that may become listed in the future.  

 Remedial and adaptive management measures based on status review reporting.  

 

7.6     YEAR-5 PROJECT STATUS REVIEW  
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At the end of Year 5 following implementation of this management plan, the Habitat 
Manager shall revise the habitat management plan based on the experience gained in 
managing the site.  The revised plan may alter the management, monitoring, and/or 
reporting requirements using the established management budget to the satisfaction of the 
county biologist.   
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

This Habitat Management Plan was prepared by: 

Sharon H. Lockhart  Lockhart & Associates, Inc. 
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Minute Series (Quadrangle Topographic). 

Wagner Halladay Incorporated (WHI), Civil Engineers, Surveyors, June, 2004, 1 Inch = 
100 Feet Scale Map: Alternate Site Plan ‘B’ – 81 Lots, Triangle Ranch, Tentative 
Tract No. 52419. 
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Additional Visual Impact Graphics and Analyses 
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   8.7.0
               
File Name:                      F:\MSWord 2002 Projects\Triangle Ranch\Terrance's Misc\Triangle Ranch URBEMIS Runs\Triangle Ranc
Project Name:                   Triangle Ranch - Construction Emissions (architectural coatings only)
Project Location:               South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
               
                       SUMMARY REPORT    
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer)

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES
                                                                           PM10      PM10      PM10 
 *** 2003 ***                       ROG       NOx        CO       SO2     TOTAL    EXHAUST     DUST 
 TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated)      0.47      0.25      5.54      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06
 TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)       0.47      0.25      5.54      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06

                                                                           PM10      PM10      PM10 
 *** 2004 ***                       ROG       NOx        CO       SO2     TOTAL    EXHAUST     DUST 
 TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated)     93.84      0.36      9.62      0.00      0.12      0.00      0.12
 TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)      93.84      0.36      9.62      0.00      0.12      0.00      0.12
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   8.7.0
               
File Name:                      F:\MSWord 2002 Projects\Triangle Ranch\Terrance's Misc\Triangle Ranch URBEMIS Runs\Triangle Ranc
Project Name:                   Triangle Ranch - Construction Emissions (architectural coatings only)
Project Location:               South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
               
                        DETAIL REPORT    
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer)

Construction Start Month and Year: June, 2003
Construction Duration: 11.4
Total Land Use Area to be Developed: 0 acres
Maximum Acreage Disturbed Per Day: 0 acres
Single Family Units: 81 Multi-Family Units: 0
Retail/Office/Institutional/Industrial Square Footage: 0

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES UNMITIGATED (lbs/day)
                                                                       PM10     PM10        PM10
    Source                       ROG       NOx        CO       SO2     TOTAL   EXHAUST      DUST
 *** 2003***
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 3 - Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel      0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Bldg Const Worker Trips         0.47      0.25      5.54      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06
Arch Coatings Off-Gas           0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Off-Gas                 0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel         0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt On-Road Diesel          0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Worker Trips            0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.47      0.25      5.54      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06

  Max lbs/day all phases        0.47      0.25      5.54      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06

 *** 2004***
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 3 - Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel      0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Bldg Const Worker Trips         0.43      0.24      5.10      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06
Arch Coatings Off-Gas          93.05         -         -         -         -         -         -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips      0.40      0.18      4.81      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06
Asphalt Off-Gas                 0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel         0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt On-Road Diesel          0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Worker Trips            0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day              93.84      0.36      9.62      0.00      0.12      0.00      0.12

  Max lbs/day all phases       93.84      0.36      9.62      0.00      0.12      0.00      0.12
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Phase 1 - Demolition Assumptions:  Phase Turned OFF

Phase 2 - Site Grading Assumptions
Start Month/Year for Phase 2: Jun '03
Phase 2 Duration: 1.3 months
On-Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment
  No.     Type                               Horsepower    Load Factor     Hours/Day

Phase 3 - Building Construction Assumptions
Start Month/Year for Phase 3: Jul '03
Phase 3 Duration: 10.1 months
  Start Month/Year for SubPhase Building: Jul '03
  SubPhase Building Duration: 10.1 months
  Off-Road Equipment
  No.     Type                               Horsepower    Load Factor     Hours/Day
  Start Month/Year for SubPhase Architectural Coatings: Apr '04
  SubPhase Architectural Coatings Duration: 1 months
  Start Month/Year for SubPhase Asphalt: Apr '04
  SubPhase Asphalt Duration: 0 months
  Acres to be Paved: 0
  Off-Road Equipment
  No.     Type                               Horsepower    Load Factor     Hours/Day

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES MITIGATED (lbs/day)
                                                                       PM10     PM10        PM10
    Source                       ROG       NOx        CO       SO2     TOTAL   EXHAUST      DUST
 *** 2003***
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 3 - Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel      0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Bldg Const Worker Trips         0.47      0.25      5.54      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06
Arch Coatings Off-Gas           0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Off-Gas                 0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel         0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt On-Road Diesel          0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Worker Trips            0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.47      0.25      5.54      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06

  Max lbs/day all phases        0.47      0.25      5.54      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06

 *** 2004***
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 3 - Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel      0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Bldg Const Worker Trips         0.43      0.24      5.10      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06
Arch Coatings Off-Gas          93.05         -         -         -         -         -         -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips      0.40      0.18      4.81      0.00      0.06      0.00      0.06
Asphalt Off-Gas                 0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
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Asphalt Off-Road Diesel         0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt On-Road Diesel          0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Worker Trips            0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day              93.84      0.36      9.62      0.00      0.12      0.00      0.12

  Max lbs/day all phases       93.84      0.36      9.62      0.00      0.12      0.00      0.12

Construction-Related Mitigation Measures
 
Phase 1 - Demolition Assumptions:  Phase Turned OFF

Phase 2 - Site Grading Assumptions
Start Month/Year for Phase 2: Jun '03
Phase 2 Duration: 1.3 months
On-Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment
  No.     Type                               Horsepower    Load Factor     Hours/Day

Phase 3 - Building Construction Assumptions
Start Month/Year for Phase 3: Jul '03
Phase 3 Duration: 10.1 months
  Start Month/Year for SubPhase Building: Jul '03
  SubPhase Building Duration: 10.1 months
  Off-Road Equipment
  No.     Type                               Horsepower    Load Factor     Hours/Day
  Start Month/Year for SubPhase Architectural Coatings: Apr '04
  SubPhase Architectural Coatings Duration: 1 months
  Start Month/Year for SubPhase Asphalt: Apr '04
  SubPhase Asphalt Duration: 0 months
  Acres to be Paved: 0
  Off-Road Equipment
  No.     Type                               Horsepower    Load Factor     Hours/Day
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Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages

The Trip Rate and/or Acreage values for Single family housing
 have changed from the defaults 9.57/27. to 10.54/33

Changes made to the default values for Construction

The user has overridden the Default Phase Lengths
Architectural Coatings: # ROG/ft2 (residential) changed from 0.0185 to 0.0052
Architectural Coatings: # ROG/ft2 (non-res) changed from 0.0185 to 0.0052
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	SECTION 1.4 - NATURE OF FINDINGS 
	Any finding made by this Board shall be deemed made, regardless of where it appears in this document.  All of the language included in this document constitutes findings by this Board, whether or not any particular sentence or clause includes a statement to that effect.  This Board intends that these findings be considered as an integrated whole and, whether or not any part of these findings fail to cross reference or incorporate by reference any other part of these findings, that any finding required or committed to be made by this Board with respect to any particular subject matter of the FEIR, shall be deemed to be made if it appears in any portion of these findings. 
	SECTION 1.5 - LIMITATIONS 
	The Board’s analysis and evaluation of the Triangle Ranch Project are based on the best information currently available.  This practical limitation is acknowledged in Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines which states that “the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible.”  
	SECTION 1.6 -  SUMMARIES OF IMPACTS, FACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES, ALTERNATIVES, AND OTHER MATTERS  
	All summaries of information in the findings to follow are based on the FEIR, the Triangle Ranch Project (and every component thereof) and/or other evidence in the record of proceedings.  The absence of any particular fact from any such summary is not an indication that a particular finding is not based in part on that fact. 
	SECTION 1.7 - ADOPTION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
	SECTION 1.8 - SPECIFIC AND GENERAL MITIGATIONS 
	SECTION 1.9 - CEQA GUIDELINES § 15084(D)(3) 
	SECTION 1.10 - PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE § 21082.1 AND CEQA GUIDELINES § 15090 
	The Board hereby finds that it has independently reviewed and analyzed the FEIR relating to the Triangle Ranch Project, as required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and that the FEIR reflects the independent judgment of this Board. 
	SECTION 1.11 - PROJECT BACKGROUND AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PROCESS 
	SECTION 1.12 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
	 SECTION 1.13 - PROJECT FINDINGS INTRODUCTION 
	 SECTION 2.0 - FINDING REGARDING POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT THAT ARE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
	Facts Supporting the Finding: 
	1. Landslides.  Because no landslides have been mapped on the Project Site and the Conejo Volcanic bedrock is not particularly susceptible to landsliding, the Project would not be expected to expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving landslides. 
	2. Unstable Geologic Units.  Onsite earth materials such as alluvial/colluvial soils, artificial fill and weathered rock, which are unstable and unsuitable for development, will be removed prior to construction and grading will be performed in accordance with the requirements of the Los Angeles County Grading Ordinance.  While the exact extent of removal would be determined in the field during grading when observation and evaluation can be performed by the soils engineer and/or engineering geologist, all such grading must be conducted in accordance with the requirements of the Los Angeles County Grading Ordinance.  Removal and recompaction of compressible materials in accordance with the Los Angeles County Grading Ordinance would not be expected to result in on- or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. Therefore, Project impacts associated with unstable geologic units or soil would be less than significant. 
	3. Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil.  Implementation of the Project in accordance with the Los Angeles County Grading Ordinance and the Federal Clean Water Act regulations requiring the control and minimization of erosion through the use of Best Management Practices will assure that the Project will not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil.  Implementation of the Project in compliance with those codes and regulations would ensure that any potential impacts associated with soil erosion and loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 
	4. Expansive Soils.  Performing grading and construction in accordance with the County Code and the recommendations of the geotechnical reports to use post-tensioned slab-on-grade foundations on lots where soils with “medium” or higher expansion potential occurs and/or where the potential for differential movement relating to consolidation exists, would eliminate hazards associated with landsliding, settlement and slippage. Thus impacts associated with expansive soils would be less than significant. 
	Impact: Movement upon known active and potentially active faults in proximity to the Project Site could periodically cause moderate to high intensity ground shaking on the subject property that would expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death.  Additionally, seismic agitation of loose, saturated sands and silty sands can result in a buildup of pore water pressure.  If these pore water pressures are sufficient to overcome overburden stresses, a temporary quick condition known as liquefaction can result, increasing potential adverse effects. 
	Liquefaction potential of the Project Site after grading is considered remote due to: (1) the density of the underlying bedrock (i.e., Conejo Volcanics), and (2) because loose soils and alluvium, which may be prone to liquefaction, would be removed and replaced with drained compacted fill materials in structural fill areas. For those lots where a proposed fill slope would abut existing Kanan Road fill, the Project’s geotechnical report recommends that the proposed fill be keyed into bedrock, and that building setbacks be imposed.  Similarly, the report recommends that both the wall and proposed fill adjacent to Kanan Road be founded in bedrock.  Project implementation of these recommendations would reduce liquefaction-related hazards to a less than significant level.  Therefore, seismic hazard impacts associated with rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong ground shaking, and seismic-related ground failure including liquefaction, are less than significant without mitigation.   
	3.4 - SURFACE WATER RUNOFF/HYDROLOGY 
	Impact: The Project Site currently is undeveloped open space, and although the Project will only impact 50.61 total acres of the Project Site, the Project implementation will still result in the removal of open space.  There are 7.8 acres of wetlands on the Project Site within the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and Game, and 4.54 acres within the jurisdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers.  Project implementation would result in the filling of 0.11 of ephemeral creek.  Potential Project impacts studied in the DEIR include adverse effects on candidate, sensitive or special status species, including the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, effects on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or on any federally protected wetlands.  Implementation of the Project also could interfere with the movement of native wildlife, or conflict with the local policies or ordinances to protect biological resources or with an approved habitat conservation plan, including County’s provisions related to Significant Ecological Area No. 6.   
	Night sky illumination already is affected by existing sky glow, and the intensive development along the US 101 Freeway corridor.  Project lighting would not materially contribute to the already present glow.  Lighting impacts to Paramount Ranch are less than significant because there are no direct line of sight views of the Project Site from the lower elevation activity areas of the park, and it is unlikely that many people will be hiking at the higher elevations at night.  Additionally, the substantial residential development that currently exists between the Project Site and Paramount Ranch negates the effect of the Project.  Thus light impacts to night sky are less than significant.  With regard to wildlife, the preservation of 287.77 acres as conservation open space will provide sufficient habitat for light-sensitive wildlife to withdraw to portions of the Project Site unaffected by new light sources.  Impacts would be further reduced through shielding and/or directing lights away from adjacent open space.  Consequently, night lighting impacts on wildlife will be less than significant. 
	Daytime reflective glare from the Project also is less than significant.  Most of the residences are well set back from and elevated above both Kanan and Cornell Roads, and the Project is designed to provide substantial natural vegetation landscaping that will block the reflection from potentially glare-creating surfaces.  Additionally, residences will not be constructed with reflective exterior building material.   
	Impact: Project land use impacts include whether the Project would physically divide an established community, conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation or with any applicable habitat conservation plan.  Specifically: 
	1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR.   
	2. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the FEIR. 
	Impact: The Project may cumulatively impact the intersections of Kanan Road at Canwood Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Road. 
	1. The FEIR, State Clearinghouse No. 1998111091, has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 
	2. The FEIR has been presented to the Board, and the Board has independently reviewed and analyzed the information contained in the FEIR prior to acting on the Project; 
	3.  The FEIR reflects the County’s independent judgment and analysis. 
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	Impact: Movement upon known active and potentially active faults in proximity to the Project Site could periodically cause moderate to high intensity ground shaking on the subject property that would expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death.  Additionally, seismic agitation of loose, saturated sands and silty sands can result in a buildup of pore water pressure.  If these pore water pressures are sufficient to overcome overburden stresses, a temporary quick condition known as liquefaction can result, increasing potential adverse effects. 
	Liquefaction potential of the Project Site after grading is considered remote due to: (1) the density of the underlying bedrock (i.e., Conejo Volcanics), and (2) because loose soils and alluvium, which may be prone to liquefaction, would be removed and replaced with drained compacted fill materials in structural fill areas. For those lots where a proposed fill slope would abut existing Kanan Road fill, the Project’s geotechnical report recommends that the proposed fill be keyed into bedrock, and that building setbacks be imposed.  Similarly, the report recommends that both the wall and proposed fill adjacent to Kanan Road be founded in bedrock.  Project implementation of these recommendations would reduce liquefaction-related hazards to a less than significant level.  Therefore, seismic hazard impacts associated with rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong ground shaking, and seismic-related ground failure including liquefaction, are less than significant without mitigation.   
	3.4 - SURFACE WATER RUNOFF/HYDROLOGY 
	Impact: The Project Site currently is undeveloped open space, and although the Project will only impact 50.61 total acres of the Project Site, the Project implementation will still result in the removal of open space.  There are 7.8 acres of wetlands on the Project Site within the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and Game, and 4.54 acres within the jurisdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers.  Project implementation would result in the filling of 0.11 of ephemeral creek.  Potential Project impacts studied in the DEIR include adverse effects on candidate, sensitive or special status species, including the Lyon’s pentachaeta and the Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, effects on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or on any federally protected wetlands.  Implementation of the Project also could interfere with the movement of native wildlife, or conflict with the local policies or ordinances to protect biological resources or with an approved habitat conservation plan, including County’s provisions related to Significant Ecological Area No. 6.   
	Night sky illumination already is affected by existing sky glow, and the intensive development along the US 101 Freeway corridor.  Project lighting would not materially contribute to the already present glow.  Lighting impacts to Paramount Ranch are less than significant because there are no direct line of sight views of the Project Site from the lower elevation activity areas of the park, and it is unlikely that many people will be hiking at the higher elevations at night.  Additionally, the substantial residential development that currently exists between the Project Site and Paramount Ranch negates the effect of the Project.  Thus light impacts to night sky are less than significant.  With regard to wildlife, the preservation of 287.77 acres as conservation open space will provide sufficient habitat for light-sensitive wildlife to withdraw to portions of the Project Site unaffected by new light sources.  Impacts would be further reduced through shielding and/or directing lights away from adjacent open space.  Consequently, night lighting impacts on wildlife will be less than significant. 
	Daytime reflective glare from the Project also is less than significant.  Most of the residences are well set back from and elevated above both Kanan and Cornell Roads, and the Project is designed to provide substantial natural vegetation landscaping that will block the reflection from potentially glare-creating surfaces.  Additionally, residences will not be constructed with reflective exterior building material.   
	Impact: Project land use impacts include whether the Project would physically divide an established community, conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation or with any applicable habitat conservation plan.  Specifically: 
	1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects, as identified in the FEIR.   
	2. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the FEIR. 
	Impact: The Project may cumulatively impact the intersections of Kanan Road at Canwood Street and Kanan Road at Agoura Road. 
	1. The FEIR, State Clearinghouse No. 1998111091, has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 
	2. The FEIR has been presented to the Board, and the Board has independently reviewed and analyzed the information contained in the FEIR prior to acting on the Project; 
	3.  The FEIR reflects the County’s independent judgment and analysis. 
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